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_ ABSTRACT ' A

. . | .-

'rhis réport prwts data on one aspect of a year-long sociolinguistic
study of participant perspectives of classroom d¥scourse. The subjects were
165 pupils in six second, third,'and fourth grade classrooms’in a lower -soeio-

. economic, multiethnie elementary school. A variety of data collection tasks
were used in the stwly to gather informatiod on pupil perceptions of classroom
discourse, including videotape playbacks of actyal 1essons and- of ,conversat:lons

-,in families and in play groups.

> This paper repests on data gathered regarding pnp:ll perceptions of the
formal rules or expe:tst:loys governing discourse in the three settings, appro-
priate forms to use in getting attention or in influencing others in the three,
settings, and pupil-perceived discontinuities between discourge at home suf?’at .
school. In additiom, data on teacher perceptions of pupils' communicative be-
havior and probability of success in reading are reported upon. Simple descrip-
tive statistics, Chi-square, and regression analysis have been usqd to examine
relationships among pupil and teacher responses to the data collect:lon tasks,
and .other variables of interest.

Findings indicate that pupils aré-yerd aware of discontinuities between )

tmal rules of disceurse at home and at school. No ethnic or achievement ‘leve\l
differences were foumd in this regard. Puypil identification of sppropriaf
forms of address in the three settings reflects an awhreness of differential
status of participamsts within each setting, as well as across set’tings. The
data suggest that sbarp discontinuities between home and school are better under-
stood by pupils tham more moderate discontinuities. Rules regarding classroom
questioning appear te be the most ''muddled” for pupils in this study, pointing
to the need for closer examination of relationships between:pupil*erceptions
of classroom questiomingj a behavioral manifestation of understanding of the

.rules of discourse surrounding classroom questioning (i.e., participation in \
class discussion); aad pupil success in schoolw— Participation in class discus~
sion is identified as an important variable, contributing significantly to reduc- ™
tion of variance im final reading achievement. Status variables of sex, entering
. reading achievement, and status with teacher contribute s'lgnif:lcantly to reduétion
of variance in participation in class discussion. Pupil perceptions of the func~

" tion of classroom questions and tescher praise also are related to frequency of
participatign in clsss discussion.” It is concluded that further stydies should
be directed toward a search for indirect relationships between home-~school dis-~

_continuities in the rules of discourse and pup:ll success in school-. v '

2
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P , INTRODUCTION - )

Interest in sociolinguistic studies of the claesroom has developed gradu-
%  ally over the past several years, sparked init}elly by political pressures for
ed\xeatiooal equity for bilingual pupils, fanned by the NIE papel report on
‘Teaching as a I:irxguistic Process in a Cultural Setting (1975), and f;xeled by
the :l.nclusion c}f eight soc:[.ofinguistic studies amqng tixoee funded under the
1978 grants program of NIE's Teaching a'rid Instruction Division. Genishi
(1979) hes poin'ted out that research in the '1960_'8 capitalized c:n the linguistic
deficits of'childreij)but.that more recent chiol:l:nguistic‘ studies have. the “in-
tent of describing how children demonstrate theéir communicative campetence, in
iiﬁeractiona vith teachers, rather than ylelding generalizations about ethnic

-

or social class differences. Wallat and éfeen (in press) suggest t‘ an im-

_portant future direction for sociolinquistic studies of clalsrooms is to g0
béyond these demonstrations of the child's knowledge to investigate. "how in-~
dividuals learn to recognize when to. speak and when to remain gilent ,during

different instructional contexts."

2 \ . '

These apparent trendo in sociolinquistic studies of classrooms are appro-

- pr:l.ate given the 'oasic eonce%as yh:l.ch guide researchers in this field. The

13

) and sequence make one sentence different from another with regard to the kind
of s:l.tuation 1t 18 (e.g., {ntimate, formal), the kind of act it is (e.g., re-
.quest‘.‘ }maml), or the kind of person who talkirg (e.g., student, teacher)
'(H)meé, 1972) A basic aseumption which has influenced researchers( in recent

years is that children deve10p communica;ive ‘competencies that are appropriate

fdr their -oem groups, and ‘that what teachers define as inadequate communica-

. t:l.ve behav:lor may :I.n fact b: appropriate behavior in the child's home setting..
,,

Thuo the eﬁnh-ia hao been on investigating differences between perceptigns of

i tucher; and pupi.h about’ what :I.s appropriate language' behavior, and on identi-

P T i
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major question vh:l.ch sociolinguists ask is: what differences in form, content, -
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— mmmtinuﬂtmtamiage‘arm and language at school, in the
’ belief that these may be strong contributing factprs in the low school- achieve—

PN

ment of minority group children. - AR . oot

o . .
Cazden (1978) has notd‘tha’t children are capable of coping with differen-
tial language demands, and has argued that {:hree possible re'lationsh‘ip'a may ex-—
ist between any two differest language settings. These are:

1) Interference or negative transfer, e.g., when some‘tEing the child
knows or values interferes wi;h\what the school is trying to teach;

° *2) Neutral or parailel relationship, e.g., when two sii;xations, '
. though different, coexist séparately in the child's world, with-
- out interfering with or enhancing each ‘other; and

3) ?pﬂitive transfer, e.g.\, when one sitdation .activates and utflizes
. the competencies amd preferences which were developed in the other
. situation, - . '

Cazden suggests that ‘while researchers have concentrated on describing inter-

—

ference or negative transfer, educators must learn somehow to create positive
.irﬁx;sfer. . _
The study to be reported ‘here was designed to éxaminf the problem of *pupil-
teacher and home-school diaeohtinulotie.s by investigating pupil .and t'eacher percep-
. tions of clas';roon diac:ouru, foliwins Stubbs (1976) warning that "research on, -‘
‘children_and classi'o:mg :I.s_ lsually; do;xe byvodtsiders, but ultin;ately it is only
the participants'in a situation who have full access to ﬁl 1ts relevant aspects."

. The particular aspects of classroom discourse to be discussed here are the

» L] L]

stated "rules" that éovern tglking' in lessons, and the ways in which claésrooni B

- - gtatus variables ope;ate ia the playing out of these rules. Other aspects of the

study né' presented in other segments c{_this final 'repqrt (Part I, the units®

3

and galient features of classroom languag'g; Part II, the functions 'of-“the class-
Troom question cycle; Part IV, descriptionb based on alternative systems for '
analysis of ‘classroom discourse; Part V, language in play settings).

¢
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‘at school and his/her participation in cldassroom discourse are viewed as inter-~

'-vening variables between family language factd;s, or classroom language factors, )

j The Research Paradigm . ‘ - S ——

The general paradign,that has been used to guide this study' is presented in

. Figure 1. In this modek the child's perceptions of discourse at home/play and

and eventual success in school. The lines indicate the types of relationships

we are examining in the total study. The double lines indicate the relationships
to be discussed in this segment of the final report. L&

Each of the boxes in this model represents a set of variables. In this re-
portjonly th; variables associated with understanding and applying the "rules"
of classroom discourse (who talks to whom',wheh and what do they say) will be
discussed. .Figure 2 identifies these variables in more detail. These variables
are self-explanatory, or will be explioeféd in the process of reporting on data
9ollection procedures and fiqdings. It may b: well to note, however, that ape-

ci mphasis is given here to the child's status, both social and academic, in

the ongoing classroom. This is an essential factor to be considered in examining .

-the rules df classroom discourse, since soclolinguists identify status as a
key variable in understanding verbal interaction in any social setting. It would

of course, be possible to restrict oug consideration of status to pupils in the

-

aggregate, and examine discourse rules only in relation to differences between

-

- pupll status and tdacher status. Hovever, we have elected to take Barr and Dree-

\

.bén's (1977) criticism of classroom research seriously and examine the differ-

ential status of individual pupils as this may affect transactions wfthin class-

rooms, ~

The variables of entering reading achievement, status with peers, and status

.

with teacher are all examples of-acquired status within the school and classroom
* -~

setting,“anq, so such, are reasonably placed under the label "success" in schoo].

- . J
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The "assigned" status variable of sex is clearly a different matter. It is not,
strictly speaking, a measure of sdbcess in the school setting,'but it. is a sta-*

‘tus variable of importance./ We place it in the Concurrent Status category, set

L4

of f by parentheses to indicate that it is a special ingtance of :classroom status.
1

Investigative Questions

\
.

Four major questions are addressed in tnis report. They are:

1) What do pupils conceive to be the "rules" that govern classroom
. discourse? . . \ . )
» ] _
a. Do these vary by grade leyel or by classroom/teacher?

.~ - H -
b. Do these vary by ethxic background, academic ability, or.
classroom social status of the pupil? .

2) How closely do the rules of classroom discourse as conceptualized
by pupils correspond to the rules as ‘identified by teachers?

’

a. Does the amount of correspondence vary by classroom/teacher?

>
’

b. Does fhe amount of correspondence vary according to pupil
status with the teacher? ~

L4

N _ 3) What differences do pupils notice between the rules of classroom
discourse and the rules of discourse at home or in play settings?

a. Do these Jifferences vary by grade level or by classroom/
- teacher? . .

b. Do these differences vary by ethnic background or academic
ability? X

4) What differences do teachers notice among pupils vith regard to communi-
cative behavior in the classroom?
N )

a. Are teecher rankings of pupils on several different typea
of communicative behavior interrelatéd?

Sy

N b, Are there relationships between teacher expectations for pu-~
: pil success in reading ‘and their rankings of pupils on com~ = ——
o municative behavior? .
c. Does the amount of teacher-pupil correspondence -in identify-
ing the rules of classroom discourse vary according to teacher=
/ ) perceived differences in pupils' communicative behavior? Ty
\ .

’




\' Subjects

4

PROCEDURES

' \ ' .o )
The subjects of this study‘are 164 *c\h:lldren, and the:lr teache/rv in six .

second third, and fourth grade classrooms, in a single school”located at the

southern end of tbe San Franc:lsco Bay. THe school 1is located in a lower so-
' l- >

c:loecononic. mxltiethn:lc, urban area, consisting ma:lnly ‘of. s’mall, single fami-

[4

ly dwellings. Stahle, two parent families.gredominate, and: the school popula-
tion is els‘o remarkably stable for a lower SES compmunity. About 45% of the

pupils are Mexican-h\er:lcan, 35% are Anglo, 112 Blaok, and 9% other minority
] ) , . v
groups, including primarily children of Asian.and Portuguese extraction. The
L ]
six teachera are all female, and aﬂ have been teaching for many years. Four

are Anglo, one is ll.nck ‘and one 18 Portuguese. \ -

I —

. Data Collectién Procedures

The basic data collection pi'ocedure for this study involved videotaping
six language arts lessons in each’classroom over the first half of the school

year (September through January). The videotaped lessons were played back to

pupils and teachers on the same day that they were taught. Each pupil viewed

three different lessons, working individually with a data collector, and respond-

-

ing to a variety of dita collection tasks. Each teacher viewed all ;ix lessons,

and responded to mamy of the same data collection tasks as did. the pupils.

- . » N . A

Videotapes of conversations in the families of three third grade children in the
\ . - -

study (one Anglo, coe Mexican-Am,e;rican, and one Black), were used to collect in-
’ ’ v

“formation on perceptions of.discourSe at home. In ﬁddition, a play group was

0 -,
formed of six childrepr in each classroom, randomly selected (stratified by sex

¢

. . , - 'D
and peer. status), and videotapes were made of these six play groupsz each finter-

acting in a relat:tvely unstructured setting, provided with a variety of construc— '

t:lon toys. These videotaptei’ were uysed to collect information on perceptions of

v

[

discourse in play settings.

“" - - 12 - .
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- Several of the data éollection’ tss}ge involved pupilﬁeports of whsd: they 7 |
s heard bei.ng ssid in the videotaped conversations, and explsining’ the reasons ' °
they thought people had for ssying vhat they: d:l.d lindingsiresulting from these -
g ' tasks are presented in Parts L and IP of this final report. For the topics un-~ : .
der discussion here the v-:l.deotspes were s stimulus for lster discussion oy'the 5

. pupil, but were not directly involved :l.n the&ts collection tasks. "The tasks’
& sssocisted w:[th rules and appropriate forms of d:l.scourse are described in de- ,

tsil in the sppendix to this report, snd are presented more briefly belov.
-~ Rules governing classroom d:l.scourse. One task was used éo gather' data on

L 3

children_ 8 perceptions of the "rules" surrounding .discourse in each of three

-

se.ttings. In Septenber an open-ended question was ssked of esct; pupil as \

® . \ ¢
f8liows: . . :

»

s e,

Suppose a new boy/girl came into"your classroom, and you wanted to h
them understand how people talk in your class. Whaf would you tell them?...
"When do kids talk, and what kinds of things do they say?... When-does the .
. }eacher talk, and what kinds of things does she say?... What else would =
.. you want to tell a new child about how people talk in your class? s

* Pupil respons“ets tb thede questions were recorded and snslyzed. Based on the

information that seeued to be Qrtinent to pupils, a sat of uncomplete‘d sen-~

tences was developed to gsther more structured data on pupil percep.u.pns of who &"
4 !I
tslks when, and for what reasons. In January- this sentence completion‘tssk wgs

administered 'with the following instructions: "I'm going to read you some’ sen-~ —_—

Xamples

tences that aren't finished, and I want you to finish each sentence sl "will '
& v . .
tell something about how you and other people tslk in your classroom."ﬁ

of these sentences are included in tables in the sect:iomon findingﬁ The same

basic sentences were used for each of the three settings (e.g., When my teacher
. v -
vants me to be quiet, she..., Mhen my mdther wants me to be quiet, she..., When

“

ny friend wants me to pe quiet, (s)he...). the sentence completion tasks asking

pupils to describe "how people talk ta-your fsm:l‘.ly,'* and "how you talk when you're
N % \ - R . .

-

ES / . - ( . . L

. ’ ’ ) )
~ : . -1 N




you 1if they wanted to ]gj( you ‘to do}somet'l'ning?" The pupil selectéd whatever

. ag directives in each of the thre’e settings, (s)he was asked to generate "addi-

__Other thingq your friend might say to you, if (s)he wanted to get you to .do

9

plsying with your fri‘end, were administered in Msy. Teachers ss_gvell as pupils
responded to the sentence completion tssk on "how people talk im your classrooh,"

‘ were, asked to co-plete these sentences as a ¢child would who "reallyo,under-

-

stood the ftules that operste in your classroom." .

.

ApproPriate forms for directives and qttention-; tting. \Ano‘tber type of

tssk was used to examine pupil perceptions of form/function relationships with

regard to’directive and attentionegetéing functions in the thr;e settinss. In

May, each pupil was presented with a set of sentences that mdght‘function as
'directive;, selected becanse they had sppesred in one or more of the videotapes - L
and/or had been reported frequently by pupils as language that they used or

heard in one or more_of the three settfings. (The sentences used are presented

in tsbles in the'section on findings). ‘Esch sentence wssrwritfglzon a 3x5 card

and was displayed in a Esndoq arrs; in front of tﬁe pupil. The dste collector

read the sentences aloud, and asked, "Which of these things 'might someone say to
. ’ . <

lc'a'x'ds seemed appropriite to him/her, and the selection was recorded. The cards

were then returned to the array, and the pupil was asked, "Which of these thin'gs

.might your mother say to you, if she ‘wanted to get(ydu to do something?" .Again,
e , 4

the cards\ sElected werg recorded, a'ﬁd- the.random array was reestablished. * The

. L.
L SalREPN
.

?ame procedure was ﬁﬁ th two additionsl questions' "Which of these

3

things might your tescher aay to you, ifgshe wsnted to get you to do something;"
e 3 ;

and "Which of these things mi_ght your friep.d-‘say to you, if (s)he wanteddto get
-l . -

you to do gsomething?" - . e

-~

_After the pupil had identified the sentences (s)he thought might functi.on

~

L L

-

gt

tional instances. The following questions were asked: '"Can you think of some i

-

T g
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s
v . -

something;" "What would you(eax»to your friend if you wanted to get him/her

to do sonethins'ﬁl~"Can you think of some other things your mother and father

v
“

N .
might say, in order to get you to do something'" "What would you say to your

mother and father, if you wanted to get them té do something," hCan you tn/fk

\

of sone other things your teacher mightlsay, if she wanted to get you to do
something'" "What would you say to your teacher, if you wanted to get .her to

dg something?" Responses to each of these qpestions were recorded.

The same progedure was followed with a second set of sentenced'which might )

function as attention1gettere. - These sentences also were'sedeoted because they
g . .

had’ occurred on the videotapes and/or had been reported frequently by pupils
. A

- in connection with other taska. This task was not administered, to ,teachers.

b

Additional data. Videotapes‘bf the lessons were used to produce transcripts

of "each claas discuqsion, and seating charts provided by the teacher were used,
to identify the pupil who made each comment, wherever possible: These data
were!ﬁaed to derive a measure of frequency of perticipation in discussion ové:
six lessons for kach pupil, and/ within each claesroon pupils';ere classified as -
high, middle, or low in frequ:z;y'of oarticipation, basei’on the overall patterns
of participation in that class. Y f
To gather information on pupil status in the ;eer group, each child (in
January) was preeented with an array of photographs of childyren in the class,
given a series of scenarios, and asked to select the threé{ehildren most likely
and least likely tb'fit each”scenario. The episodes involved selection of a
team for a sports cgntest, selection of a team for a TV quiz snow, identifica-
tion of the children who would be,likeiy (oMBunlikely) to teiz'charge and know
what to do if there were an‘accident in the claosroom and no adults were around,
and identification of the children who would probably Sl observed "hanging “around"

L . l
vith the pupil if (s)he were followed for a week. Composite scores were developed

¢ X .

“
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for each pupil according to how freduengly (s)he "was mentioned under "most

likely" and "least 1ikely" categories, and within each classroom pupila u‘;e

A o oty S - R
+classified as high, l;ddle,“or low in peer status, on the basis of these com-
. % .

- !
-
-

posite scores(
< - - PR

\ Data on teacher perceptiona of pupils communicative behavior were colIeggggf,
by asking teachers to gtoup chi&dren on the basis of several different lahguage
i characteristics, i.¢h had been iien;ified in earlier studies as salient fea-

tures to teachers vine-Derhsimer, 1979; Morine & Vallance, 1975). In Sep-
- *oe I's
tember, October, and Décgnper teachers were presented with a set of 3x5 cards,

each containing the nale'of a pupil in their classroom, and \asked to sort, or
LWL ' . v
group, the pupils eccordiéh to: %“their participation in class ‘discussions; their

attentiveness during lesq%:o; their éendency to follow the "no-talking" rules

of the classfoom;,their.nse of "standard Epglish;" and their piobability'of

’
-

success in reading achiewement for the yenr (In September, most 4;adhers in

thia study declined to group students on the basis of use of standard English,

saying that all of the children in their classes spoke standard English, what-

-

ever -that was, although in,éactéfhere was fairly wide variance in pupils use of

vhat many would consider co;§eo gremmar or usage.) Teachers' groupings of

pupils in December, when the classroom was %ell-established, were used to de-

- velop conposite‘acorenvéf ;heir ratinss.of pupils, and these were used as mea-

LN

sures of pupil staﬁus'eitb the teacher. Within each classroom pupils were

classified as high, ni&dle, or lov in status with the teacher on the basis of

4

-

- these composite scores. In addition, the groupings were used to examine rela-
: "

tioqahips_agong teacher rankings of IJpgpils on the various communicative behaviors.

Pupil "ente:iasf;rending achievement séores were based én the results of

the Metropolitan kchievepent Test which.was routinely adminietered by all

- 1 .
teachers in the school in October. gﬂithin each c}oeroom these acoie:!aere or-

1
v
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ganized by quartiles, based on the national test norms, since the state-funded

b

reading inprovenent in the school was evaluated on the basis of the number of’

pupils who moved up from beL’@ the first or second quartile in reading achieve-

ment during the coarse of the school year. . ~ ’
"Final" readisg achievement was measured by scores on the Metropolitan .

' "‘a
Achievement Test vhich was administered in the fall following our year. of data

collection. In exaaining the factors that might be related tq final achievement‘

we have usef\rggreasion analysis to control for entering reading achievement.

Data Analysis =

X

4 N - .
* ' Por each task administered, pupil responses were reviewed and category sys- -

tems were-developed to reflect the pattern of these responses. These category

s&stems are described briefly in the section on findings, and are presemted. in

L 4

greater detail in the appendix to this report. Intercoder reliability in née

‘of these category systems was checked by having two separate coders code all

?
responses for one _or more classes. In all cases agréement was abgwe 9

When all pupil responses bad been coded, these data were combined with
background infornation on pupils (ethnic group, grade level, classroom, ett.)
and the SPSS and SAS computer: prograns were used to identify general patterns
of responses. as wll as relationships between patterns of response and other

pupil variables_ In addition,‘pupil responses were compared across the two,set-

tings ' of home and school, and within the school setting, the pupil responses were
L J ' - ‘

compared to those of their teachers. B . \a\\\

Most of the 'uriabges examined in this report are qualitative, or KRave been
treated as Qualitative in order to make cdmparisons across clasarooms In sev-
eral fnstances, decriptive data are reported, but no tests of significance have
been made. Hhere sppropriate, nonparametric statistics'have been used to test
the aignificance of relationahipii Regresgion analyses (perforned by the SAS

- 1 N
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computer program) have been used to identify the factors that Eoptr:ltiute to«

- status with teacher, participatiom in class ddscussions, and final‘rgading

"

-

achievnent. (See appendix for details on statistical procedu;fes.)
It should be noted that this is an exploratory study, and that a large

number of relat:lonsh:lps have been examined. The reader is reminded that sig-
\ .
nificant relatfonships which have been identified must be.viewed conservati\fely
-~ L. b

A

' .

for t}lis reason.

) . FINDINGS

>

. Participhat Perceptions of the Rules ‘ .
of Classroom¢Discourse

'l‘he sentence completion’task ;ias designed to elicit statements about the

foml rulee that govern clanroo. discourse. ¢ In effect, pupils afe reporting

*

/ ‘. their understanding of haw everyone ought to behave during 1essons, not necesarily

L

-t
PP

their sense of how everyone does behave. Pupil and teacher responses to this

task are presented in T'able' 1. The sentenceg are organized according to three

' ’

.mj'or topics: being quiet and\ not talking; ask&ﬁg and. answer:ln'i quest:lor{s; get-

T t:lns infotutian/auistance/praue

Pupil and teather responses. 'l'here are no big’ surp:lses in pupil respon.qes

to this task, but there are a fev points of non~-correspondence between pupils

Ye

. [} . - ,(' .. -
. and tuchere that are worth noting.\ For eumple'
- ; ® Q
1) When the teacher 1is talking, pupils believe they should, "Be quiet,'
" but teachers expect them to "listen;" s

2) Puplls #ay they ask a quection "when the teacher's not talking,"
* or "when I'u“s'posed to,"” Put teachers believe that pupils ask

. quutgm\@ they need help or want to know something; and

3) Teacherc report that ‘they g:lve praise when it is deeerved, while

pupils agree that praise generally occurs because it is deserved,

. but most of thea see it directed at other pupils, rather than

. themselves. . - \
N v * ~‘

ese are also a feur areas of very strong agreement between teachers and

-

1

&



. L : ‘TABLE 1

L Pupil and Teacher Statements of the
Formal Rules of flassroom Discourse

'’ Being Quiet and Nop Talking .

. R Ve

1. When the teacher vants me to be quflet, she... .
1

’ Pupils Teachers

' . (N=143) (N=6).
‘signals (e.g., rings the bell) - 70 2
requests v i} 12 2
,commands (moderate) . 47 - 1
commands (sharp) . * 10 )
other/no respense ‘ 4 1
2. VWhen the teac'her talks, I ...
’ N ’ - ) . Pupils Teachers °
(N=143) (N=6)
be quiet ' r 89 1
listen 49 ‘ 5=
converse -4 0
other /no. response * °, . 1 0
3. I don't talk when...
A ’ . Pupils. Teachers
. (N=143) (N=6)

. the teacher or sonem;e else is talkiné 118 4
other "quiet" rule v 23 2
non-rule reason 19 0
no response \ s o 0

- _ ,
4. The teacher doesn't talk vhen... > - . ,
A / ' Pupils / - Teacher
. (N=143) (N=6
. '/ . . . . (
I'm/we're talking 77 ' ) 4 .
other "quiet" rule ' . -~ 33 "W 1
non*rule reason I ) 28 1
no respons)e \ . .5 0
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Table 1 (continued)

At recess, I talk to... /o

I

an adult’

a child ] '

no ome ‘ X
myself

no response

When I'm doing ny)work, I talk to.,."

an adult (teacher aide)
a child (n¥ighbor)

no -one

myself

no response

When I finish my work, I talk to...

k‘k
an adult '
a child (friend, neighbor)
no one
mygelf
nJ?response

-

ﬂlikingﬁand Ansvering

R .
I1f I know the answer to a question, I...

-

signal (rnise my hand)
give ‘the answer
acknowledge knowiag L =

keep quiet T
evaluate own ability or question
difficulty-

no response

!

20

L]

Pupils

¢ (N=143)
-~ 42

0
28,

, ,«i’zﬁf“
2

.‘w?

Pupils |

(N=143)

107
22
7

3

2
' 2

coNnO &
wa

-~

Teachers
i 5.6)

A W * w.m - m‘

(=N =] COoOQON

A\
o R B

3
‘ .
<
.
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.
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Table 1 (Cont :lnqed)

9. If I don't know the answef to a questiom, I...
s \s
v T . Pupils .
. (N=143
i .
. - don't signal (don't raise hand) . 67
‘signal c 12
try to find out .29
acknowledge not knowing i « 10
keep quiet « 22
evaluite own ab:l.l:lty or question difficulty 1
no response . ‘ 2
¥ )
10. I ask a questien when...
!
, Pupils
, (N=143)
I want, to know 12
I need help L ‘47
(invokes "ulking" rule) e.g., whén the '
« teachers' not talking 57
(gives situational response) e.g., when .
-we're doing math) 15
unrestricted, e.g., when I want to  ~ 1
other /no response : 12
11. The teacher asks a question when...
' R - Pupils
‘ T (N=143)
+  she wants to know T 9
she needs help < 9
(gives instructional purpose) . .+ 51
(invokes "talking" rule) o, 24
(gives situational response) T 38
¥nrestricted 4
no response .8
’ —_ ¢
Getting Information/Assistance/Praige
- v
lﬂ.' When I want to ask omething, I...
~+ Pupils
~ 7 (N=143)
signal for attention ’ 116
just ask ’ ’ . . 19
follow "politcneu))lo" ) 7
B |
i

other/no response

21

Teachers
fo6) 1

~

Teachers
(N=6)

/

*tOO0ONO=O W

w W

, OO0 0 o

OOOOKQON

-
v

Teachers
T (=)

wé

L U
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C
13. When I need help, IS

14.

>

L

signal for attention
ask an adult
ask a child
no response

‘The teachér says ''good" when....

A}

(deserved-academic)

' (deserved-nonacadenic)
(deserved—nspecific)

Table

»

1 “(Continued) )

(outside evalutfion) “"ghe thénks"

(convoluted)

(not ncces:arily directed toward child)

other/no response

[

‘.

Pupils -

Teachers
(N=143 . (N=6)

[ ]

95 3

40 3

3 0

5 0

N .

{

Pupils Teachers
(N=143) ZR-G)
28 3
‘5 0
11 * 2
2 1
0 (o -

95 0
2\ s o
N
"
A




pupils. For example: . ' T p

1) Most pupils and teachers agree that the’ pupil doesn't (should't)
. talk when the tucher or someone els¢ is talking;

2) Theve is oubutnntnl agreement that when a pupil finishes his/her
rk, (s)he is free to talk to a friend or neighbor; and

3) There is clear agreement vhen pupils know the answer to a
¢ question-or want to ask s ing, they raise their hand®

These rules are fairly' standard across classrooms, and are articulated by most

P !

pupils without hesitation. - B

*

) ¢ ) :
Pupil-teacher correspondénce. To examine pupil-teacher correspondence on .

re ' . -
the rules of classroom alc‘m:u more carefully, however, we must look at in-

dividual CI;ISI‘OOIS, for not all téachera agrée on what is-appropriate behavior.

Table 2 presents the datg on phpil-te;cher correspondence with regard to five

’

pairs of sentences for egch of the six chsgroﬁmq.
The most agreement across all classes occurs for answering a question and

getting information/assistance. These are the sentences that deal with the

' -"railins your hand" rule. ‘n:ere -is obviou widespread agreement on the

’

A

appropriate use of this signal. The least asreement across all classes occurs
for asking & question. There is little apparent agreement bet:ween individual
teachers and ;he'ir pupils about when/why questions are asked, and this stems
s primarily from the sentence on when pupils ask questions. Interpretations of
the func;::l.ons qf teacher q‘uutions are examined in detail in Part II of this
fina; réporg, ‘and there is fairly good aareemen-t that when ;:ééchers ;s.k ques=-
tions it 18 for the instructional purpose of "telling or teaching." i
, The classroom wifich exhibits the strongest agreement between teacher and
pupilé is that 6f Teacher D. Thil third grade teacher had one cona:l.stent
4

signal for getting attention or quiet in the room (ringing a’bell), and every

pupil knew that signal. In addition, Teacher D periodically reminded pupils

about "our standards" dur.ing. lessons. In this class the teacher's expectations




. R L) k
. Ao
| - ‘ . TABLE 2 ,
. 4 il . Pupil-Teacher Correspondence . *
! Co - . on Sentence Completion Task
' _ _ By Classroom’ .
(Number of Pupils Agreeing with Teacher)
Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher
A B, c D E F
(Nw24)  (N=23) (N=28) (N=28) (N=20) (N=20)
Being Quiet o : : ,

, . Sentences 1 & 2) 2 1 8 16 0o 0
Not Talking s - : i .
(Sentences 3 & 4) 57~ 0 1 100 ‘5 >, 0

.. ) ,
. * Y . ¢ ’
Ansvering a Question R ’ ) - Y

. (Sentences 8 & 9) 10 - 't A 8 0

.z <
, %
Asking a Question \)
(Sentences 10-& 11) 0 0 2 2 0 0
Getting Information/
Assistance - - :
(Sentences 12 &/10) 16 17 14 - .9 6 1
S W i i - ¢
- >
- ¢ v "w
R
>
; %
- 14
e
. -/
L
. 24
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had been éarefully stated and frequent reminders were pleasantly,- but clearly,

b .

in evidence. . : '
" . . \ .
Teacher F shows the least correspondence with pupils. The fact i,“f::t
) ’ ’ L
Ieacher F shows little correspondence with other teachers as well, disagreeing
on 5'of the 10 sentences discussed here. Teacher F Has been identifidd else-

.

i . raes
vhere (see Part I) by a sociolinguistic specialist as a rare examplé of the -

use of a "natural cbnversational.style" in the classroom. The marked lack of

teachér-ﬁupil agreement in this €lassroom stems at least partially from.the fact
.that students responded to the sentence completion task in rather typical pats;:
terns, ~iden_tifyi‘ng tzze standard rules of diecour;e, while the teacher responded
in somewhat atypicel fashion. This lack of cerreapondence in stating the rules
ig not reflected in classroom behavior problemt Teacher F's clasqroon is an
exceptionally relaxed and uell-nanaged setting for 1nstruction.

It uould appear from Table 2 that there are some grade 1eve1 differences in
the Qegree of pupil-teacher correspondence on the rules gf digcourse. Boeu;
fourth grade classroona (Teachers E and F) show considerably less correspon-
dence than the third grade classrooms (Teacher B, C, and D), with the second'
grade (Teacher A) falling somewhere between these two "extremes." No tes¥s of
significance have been’conducfed'here, but it might be interesting to!;ursue
this further. It may be that durin; the primary grade years the formal rutes
of classroom discourse are overiearned, or become stereotypes fon pupils, so )
that they Iiy not perceivg a somewhat different, perhaps‘loocer,\fotmulati%n
of rules by intermediate grade teachers. TS )

One might expect that pupils who were ranied high by teachete on such com-
minicative behaviors as "listens attentively," "pafticipateifin class discus-

and "follows the no talking rules" would display more correspondence

-

with teachtr- 16 their statements of the formal ruiea of classroom discourse-

: .’109. ’"

.
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. qtancesqésée Table 4 for several examples.)

~ .- ) 21,
$ . - .
! than pupils ranked low on these characteristics, but such is ndt the case for

) / .
pupils-in this study. Table 3 pfégents the data on pupil-teacher correspondence

. for the four sentgnées on which teachers agreed the most ?mong themselves, (i.e.,

the "standard rules™) with pupil‘f%sponses organized by status with teacher (the / ;

composite score for teacher ratings om pupils'.communicative behavior). TLere)
: 4

>

are no-significant differences in patternms of pupil response based on this pu-

pil status variable. When the data are’ examined qiassroom by classroom for each
‘“ 2

v

‘of the ten pairs of sentences, the nﬁmbers are too‘sﬁill for tests of signi-

ficance, but ‘the same apparent lack of rélationship holds in all but twb;il<;‘-
. R . . Y * ]

This sﬁggests that fo;,thg‘most part’ teacher perceptions of pupils' cowmmuni-

. cative behavior are mot closely related to pupil agreement with) the teacher in

stating the formal rules of classroom discourse, i.e., teacher perceptions do

not reflect pupils' formal knowledge of teacher. expectations. At least two pos-

sible interpretations can be advanced. One is that teacher perceptions of pu-

pil behavior are Fatheg inaccurate, and the other is that pupils' formal under-

standing of the rules is not necessarily reflective of their operational under-
stanhing (1.e., fheir real communicative behavior). Some Fonbination of these
two possibilities could also account for.this finding. These alternngi%e
explanatioﬁs.will_ﬁe explored further in relation to other findinés in this
study’ ' .. » ' .

4

Home/play — school discontinuities. It may seem inappropriate” to talk about
; N
the "formal" rules of discourse in informal settings such as family conversa-

tions and piay group interactions, but it is the case that there are certain

E ‘ v
expectatiodb‘ﬁf appropriate verbal behavior in any ongoing social group: In ,
congafing pupil statements abqut the formal rules oé classroom discourse with

.« . t .

their statements about expectations in the informal settings of home and play

' 26
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g Pupil-Teacher Corredbondence on Four
- ) ’ Rules of Classroom Discourse .
- . Organized By Pupil Status with Teacher

TABLE 3

. 3

13
o

e . - 7
Rule: When the teacher tdhffl... listen.’

+

Pupil-Teacher

. ‘Status with Lack of

. ‘Teacher Correspondence Correspondence
High B T S
Middle 27 - . 21

O Low .2 : 15

‘kuLe: If I know the answer to a question, l... raise ay hand.

Status with Pupil-Teacher Lack of
p _ ..’ Teacher Correspondence Correspondence
o . Righ S * 41 ] 8
e ‘Middle - « 37 11
< ' Low 26 16
ta~ Rule: When I wint to ask something, I... raise dly hand.
, - Status with ° Pupil-Teacher Lack of
‘ . Teacher " Correspondence Correspondence
, Bigh 42" . 7
.o T Middle " . 40 ) 8
oy 30 12
. ) ' ’
dAule: When I .finish my work, I 'talk.to... my neighbor.
! . A . :
Status with *  Pupil-Teacher- Lack of
Teacher, Correspondence Correspondence
: , High - 25 2
- vt Middle 22 e 26
P Lov- .20 : , 22
] * 1 - /3
. ’ . ‘o [
- - ‘ .
a * . £
¢ o, P ? . ‘
- f \
L 27 /




s TABLE4 '

T e ' . o = { ‘
R o Illustrative Examples of Pupil-Teacher
o . Correspondence in Rules of Discourse . ¢
T ., . . By Classroom and Status with Teacher
Teacher A ‘ ' .
~N . k . , ‘ )
Rules for Answering . - Rules for Getting -
‘ : " Questions * Information/Assistance ,
. G ) 4 . j
Status w:lth Pupil-Teacher Lack of © Status with Pupil-Teacher - Lack,of
Teacher Correspondence Correspondence ) Teacler Correspondence Corresgondeg
High 4 "4 , High 6. 2 -
- . .Middle - 5 S | . " Middle 6 ’ 2 -
JLow 1 h / Low & Y 4
v . - . R o i
Teacher C ‘ ii
Rules for Answer:lb'g . ) ‘ Rules for Getting ;
- Questions . A Information/Assistance -
P r i
" Status'with Pupil-Teacher Lack of Status with Pupil-Teacher Lack of
Teacher Correspondence Correspondence ' Teacher Correspondence Correspond%
. High 2 6 : ‘High 3 5 3
Middle © 6 5 Middle . 6 - 5 ;
Low 1 , T . Low 4 ' i 4 1
. - : 1
o 1
& ) J]
Teacher D ) : - , _ o 1
- » " 1‘
Rules for Being i . - Rules for Getting ]
Quiet » - Information/Assistance j
- ) ‘ / . ' 3
. Status with Pupil-Teacher , Lack of Status with l’upil-reacher Lack of i
- 'reecher Correspondence Correspondence - *__Teacher Cgrremndence arre:mndencg
B:lgh X 6 3 High 6 3 1
"Middle ‘- S 4 Middle -1 "y 8 |
Low . 5 ) 5 A Low 2 8
\ . . : . |
: |
' |
i l " o A
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. e
groups, we are attempting to identify the classroom expectations that seem to
children to be most similar to and most different from the expectations in the

" |.other settinsp vhich are most familiar to them.. Table 5 presents these data.

, \ ‘ With regerd to expectations fer being quiet and not talking, the following
A‘Eitena are worth noting: . . ’

<
-

\ 1) When s teacher wants quiet, she is expected to use a signal (turns
| out lights, rings a bell), but mothers and playmates are expected
- to give commands, and they are seen as giving sharp commands (''Shut

up!!”) proportionately more often than teachers;

-~

2) When teachers and mothers talk, children say that they keep quiet,
but when playnatee talk, they listen;

3) Politeness rulea for not talking are expected to operate nore ’
* strongly at play than at home;

b Pupils are expected t6 be wore bound by politenese.rules than
_# teachers, and mothers and playmates seem to be seen as following

these rules more than the chi%fren who are reporting,

5) There are few differences between home and school with regard to ex-
pectations about whom children talk to when playing or when work
is dome; and

6) While children are working, the expectationeathat they may talk
to an adult are similar at home and at school, but talking tq a =~
child is a stated expectation at home more than at school, and

talking to no one is a stated expectation at school more than at
home. .

v

With regard to-expectations for asking and answering questions, it is

- 0

hardly surprisins that children indicate they are expected to raise their hand
in school if they know the answer to a questjion, while at home or play, they
just answer it, put the folloying results are somewhat more interesting:

1) The expectation is t children will directly ackncwledée not knowing
. , the answer, to a gqlestion ("I don't know") at home or play, while at
Vo ‘school the acknoWledgement is indirect ("don't raise my hand");

2) The expectation that a child will try to find out the answer to a
quesgfon if (s)he doesn't know it 1s stronger at school than at home
or play, but the tendency to evaluate ability or question difficulty,
vhether or not the answer is known (I'm smart, I'm dumb, that's an
easy question, that's a hard question) is much stronger at home and
play than at school;

ot

2! i
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- TABLE 5 Y 4
. . ~ . ;
. Pupil Statements of the "Rules" of Discourse
) in Three Settings Tt
(percent of pupils participating) -
. o
Being Quiet auatkat Talking . N
1. Wheq“ wants me to be quiet, (s)he... o
LN T omo i}
' Vo . . School Home Play
¢ ; > (N=143) (N=142)  (N=142)
signals b x 49.0 3.5 6.3
requests > - + 8.4 \ 6.3 7.0
: commands - (moderate) 32.9 69.7 .. 63.4
commaands (sharp) 7.0 16.9° 19.7
other/no Jyesponse ‘ 2.8 3.5 3.5
.. '
2. }&en"‘ talks, I
5 ' Schaol Home -  Play
‘ (N=143) (N=142)  (Nw»142)
V. : .
be quiet ~ 62.2 52.1 38.7
listerd - . 34.3 36.6 . 50.0
.converse 2.8 7.0 6.3 _
other/no response o7 4,2 4.9
3. Tdon't talk when... _
. School Home Play
-~ (N=143) (N=142) (N=142)
- scmeene else 1s talking  82.5 35.3 57.0
other "quiet" rule < 16.1 30.3 11.2
' non-Tule reason . . 13.3 "32.4 26.1
. no response - 0.0 2.1 5.6
4. X doesn't talk when... /
’ K School Home Play
(N-lchl (N=142) (N=142)
someone elk 1s talking 53.9 48.6 78.8
other "quiet" rule 23.1 20.4 3.7
‘non-tulmreuon‘ 19.6 29.6 -16.9
‘no response . 3.5 1.4 .7
- - ‘e
. o . .
. T " 30 .
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Table 5 (continued)

- ’ AN

. ‘ X ‘ - N -
5. When ;'l'puying; 1 talk to... .
‘- ) , School _/ Home -
. - = (N=143) (N=142) .
an adult ~. - 1.4 1.4
a child 98.6 93.7 . .
no one . ) ’ 0.0 3.5
\ nyself . " 0.0 .7
) no responsé 0.0 - ael

6. When I'm doing my work, I talk to..,

- . . School Home =~ .

(Ns143) ° (N=142) Vo
an adult ] : 38.5 N 4.5
a child 19.6 37.3
no one o ' 37.8 - 13.4 y
myself ’ 1.4 7.7
no response’ | 2.8 0.0
- 7. When I finish my work, I talk to...
' School Hom®
. (N=143) (N=142)
an adult : - 29.4 1,329
a child o 49.0 51.7
no ‘one . ‘ 19.6. 11.2
myself -~ ) T 3.5 .
no response ) I.lo - Jd
Aakin; snd Ansvering Questions S, .
8. If I know tho amcr-to a question, I... : s
* | ) School # Home ° Play
’ (N=143) (N=142) (N=142)
’ signal . : 74.8 S A W'Y
givé the ansver , . ,}._A/ 70.4 59.9
oeknovhdge knowing ° - 4.9 . 9.9 14.8
don't acknovledge knowing © 2.1 o7 1.4
_ evaluate own ab:ll:lty or question difficulty 1.4 11.3 16,9
no résponse 1.4 .3 4.9

-

i
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N 9. If I'don't know the answer to a quest:loﬁ, I...
' * School Home Play
(N=143) (N=142) (N=142)
- ' ’ .
"don't signal i 46.9 0.0, .7
signal 8.4 , 0.0 .7
try to find out ' ¢ 20.3 10.6 ° 10.6
acknowledge not, knowing ? 7.0 50.7 - 43,7
don't acknowledge npt knowing 15.4 16.2 20.4
.evaluate own ability or question difficulty .7 14.8 19.7
no response 1.4 1.7 4.2
| vy .
. . r -
”~ - l - School Home Play .
- (N=143)  (N=14 J (n-uzl
: . .
I want to know P 8.4 15.5 19.7
I need help . 33.2. 45.1 32.4
(§nvokes "talking”. rule) . 39.9 17.6 15.5
(gives situational reaponse) 10.5 14.8 17.6
‘ stricted- .7 2,1 7.0
theano response ' 8.5 . 4.9 7.7
Lo R .
' * t
, 1l. asks '‘a question vhen...
' . School - Home Play
(R=143) - (M=142) (N=142).
. ‘.. .. ) R . .
(s)lte wants. to know 6.3 23.2 -26.8
. {s)he needs help 6.3 19.0 31.7
(gives instrud’t:loné purposes) ’ ) . 38.7 9.1 2.1
A . (invokes "talking” rule) . 16.8 ~ " 12.7 12.0
(gives situational response) 26.6 25.4 16.2
-unrestricted- ’ ! 2.8 5.6 4.9
no response 5.6 4.9 6.3
- .y
Getc:lgg nfomtion/Assitmce/Praise
. 12, When I want to ask smt‘\ing.
School Home  Play
» / -’ ' (N=143) (N=142)  (Ngl42)
. .
signal for attention - 81.1 41.5 66.2
just, ask 13.3 45.1 44,1
follow "politeness” tule © 4.9 . 12,0 6.3
*‘other/no Tesponse /,. g .. 1.4 3.5
: '
’ &
. s - .\( < I

'

-
B . A BTt 3 R 2t S

3

.-



Y

3

,/ / \ ) - '\ ) ‘ ,‘ 28

Table 5 (continued) - e

“

13, VWhen'I need help, I... /

* School Home Play

/ ’ - (N=143)  (N=142) (N=142)

signal for attention J 66.4 4,2 11.3

ask an 3dult ‘ . 28.0 '82.4 9.9

ask a_child : 2.1 "13.4 ° 76.1
., 0O response o 3.5 < 0.0 2.8

14. " says "good" when...

*School Home s Play .
” (N=143) _ (Ne142) . (N=143 \

; (deurved-kadelic) , ’ 19.6 28.2 . 6.3

(deseryed-nonacademic) . 3.5 24.6 22.5 : ‘

(déserved-unspecified) X 7.7 42,3 . 33.8

(outside evaluation) - e.g., "she thinks" ' 1.4 . 6.3

(comvoluted) - e.g., "1 fall down" ¢ 9.0 .7 4.9

(not necessarily directed toward indivi- T

_+ dual chdild) 66.4 . 2.8 21.1
+ other/no response ) 1.4 .7 4.9 | )

- - /
A ' // .\;\r
. , . \ - X
]
s - R ) .
3
i \ .‘ / )
. ¢
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3) 1It-is expected that children ask questions at school, hone, or play .
vhen they need help, but at echool there is the edded expectation

that they do this et the "allowed” time; ,

J

.4) Teachers are expected to ask queeti.one in order to. teach, while
- mothers ask when they want to know something and, playnetes ask

when they need help; and ) . z
5) Asking qheetione is seen as a situational activity for mothers as' -
often as for teachers (the teacher ~asks a-questiofi witen-we'fe do
-+ math, and my mother asks. a questiof when she's cooking supper). 4 s
. & .

AR

assistance, or praiee,‘ the.following
-\

With regerci to getting information,
expectations e;n be noted:
1) Signaling to get attention 'before asking for-information is essential :

at school, but surprisihgly, getting attention first is important

in home and _play settings too ("Hey, Mom, come here! or "Hey, you )
zuy-"), ‘ ) *

2) Preiee directed at'the indiviqual child is eeeier to come by at home
than et school or play.

It is cle‘ from these data that, in a general sense, children perceive
definite differencee\i.n the rules of discourse at school and in more infoml
settings. This is bardly 'to .be wondered at, for the reality is that differencee
‘in expectetione do exist in these lettinge and children could not function in s
the echool setting if they were not eyere of the differences. A more important .
queidtion {s whether different children perceive theee eettinge differently. For .
pupils in th¥s study there were no significant differencee by either ethnic .
background or entering reading achievement in responses to the sentence com-
pletion task for either the school or homé setting. Examples of the patterns
of respdnses to several key sentences are presented in Table 6, to illuetrate
this /l\k of systematid variation. It 1s evident that, while not all pupils ‘
eute the eene types of expectations, theif differencea in perception are not re- ;
leted to such etets varieblee as ethﬁicity and entering reading achievement. ' -

We cannot drop the issue of home-school diecontinuitiee here, however. For

it 1is not a problem simply oi general patterns of agreement or disagreement about
expectations for behavior.: The real question is how many innividnnls perceive

\
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TABLE 6

of Rules of Discourse

Illustrative Examples of Pupil Perceptions

Organized By Ethnicity and Entering Reading Achievement

Asking and Answering Questlons At School

IfI don'\t know the answer to a question, I...

. ' . Acknowledge/
Ethnicity Try to Find Out
Angle ' 20
Mexican-American 18
Black/Other Minority 13,

]
Entering Lo,

Reading Acknowledge /
Achievement " Try to Find Out
Above 2nd Quartile ' - 17
Below 2nd Quartile 11
Below lst Quartile 24

~

I ask a question wbeln...

I want to know/

need help

Ethnicity .-
Anglo , " -26
Mexican-Anerican o 21

Black/Other Minority 7 11

A

Entering
Reading
Achievement

-

1 want to know/
need Help .

Above 2nd Quartile 21

Below 2nd Quartile 16 -~

Below lst Quartile 21

Being Quiet and Not Talking At School

. When the teacher talki, I... y

4
Ethnicity Be Quieg . - Listen
Anglo .33 17 -
Mexican-Ameriéan .36 21
Black/

Other Mimority 16 - .10

Converse

N '

Don't
Acknowledge

31
44
- 14

Don't )
Acknovwledge
31
- 27
k)

Talking Rule or
Situational Response

24
33
15

Talking Rule or
Situational Response

" - 23
22
27

-‘Other /No Résponse

2
2

1
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I don't talk when....

\_,\“' Someone Other: ‘
. Else Is "Quiet," Non-Rule ' :
Ethnicity Talking Rule Reason Other /No Response+
. Anglo 44" 8 1 0
- Mexican-Aperican 50 12« 0 0
Black/ ' .
Other Minority 23 ] 3 1 ‘ 0
The teacher doesn't talk when... . .
Soneon; Other ’ .
. Else 1s "Quiet" Non-Rule
Ethnicity Talking- Rule R > Reason Other/No Response ‘
Anglo ° . 31, 8. 13 . 1 .
Mexican-American 31 .~ - 19 9 . .3
Black/ : . '
, Other Minority - 14 6. 6 oL 1 i
. . , . oo
‘When I'm doling my work, I talk-to... v ' .
- . ' Teacher ﬁy . .
Ethnicity or Aide Neighbor No one Other/No Response
| Anglo 22 9 18 . 4 -
L Mexican-American 32 14 24 <« 2
. . Black/ i T
. Other Minority 11 ¢ 5 11 0
* vBeing Quiet and Mot Talking At Home .
When, my lotbgr ’tglkal, I... ‘ . h o
- N . - ' ] -
- " Ethnicity Be Quiet Liscen Converse Other/No Response
) . : Vg
. Anglo 2% 20 6- 3 /
Mexican-Aperican’ .37 21 2 2
: Black/. ) .
/. Other Minortty -~ 12 11 /2 2
’ : N ' Y i
Idm't “nmnooo .‘ . - Cal d
; .
Someone g Other | ,
. Else Is "Quiet" Non-Rule’ )

. Ethnicity Talking Riale Reason . Other/No Response
Anglo .20 17 15 . 1
Mexican-Americqn 21 20 .20 1
Black/ : ‘ .

Other Minority 9 6 . 1 1
5 -




Table 6 (continued)

My mother doesn't talk when...

Someond Other
) ~ Else Ip 3'Qu:le!:" -
Ethnicity Talking Rule ' - Other/No Response

“Anglo . 27 - 10 - S |
Mexican-Americam 31 14 0
Black/ ’

Other Minority 11 5 1

When I'm doing my work, I talk to...

. ¢ Mother/ ..
Ethnicity ‘Fathe 8ibling Other/No response
zé‘

Anglo ) 13 ) ~ 6
——Mexican-American 24 26 il O 4

" Black/ : \

Other-Minority . . 9 14 ] ' 1

¢
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| discontinuities’ betwgen the‘ home. and school sett:[.ng: vhh,t types of discontinu-
ities they perceive, and which 'ind:lv:ldual‘s perceive what types of .d:lscont:lnuit:les.
In .:l‘abic 7 we examine the congruence of expectations at home'anc; school at the
level of the individual pupil. To highlight the data presented here for more

rapid interpretation, we have bracketed the numbers fepresenting pupils whose

= responses ai'e congruent for the two settings, and circled the nmb‘%rs':lndicating
the most frequent types of discontinuity. ) L
s A careful analysis of Table 7 suggests that the ’jles/expectatj.ons (sen- °
ot - |
tences) can be separated into three types: Those which are seen as fairly con-
- 4‘;
gruent across the two settings; those which are seen as highly discrepant ‘;
’ i
across the two settings, bdt fpt which there 1is.strong agreement on the type of 4
. ) ’ ) |
discrepancy; and those which are "mixed" (or muddled?), with only moderate fre- |
) .
quencies of congruent perceptions .and moderate or lim:lted agreement on the type 1
T , -
of discrepancy. For example, the follow:[.ng rules/expectations seem to have high ]
congruency: . . . /,' ‘
"1) When 1'ny playing, I talk to... my friend (133 congruent responses);
2) VWhen I've finished my work, I talk to,.,,., my neighbor/my brother or
sister (80 congruent responses); SN
) ’ 3) When - talks,’... be quiet (19 Eéﬁgmegt résponses) ; and‘ SO
- -~ . . N . ' *
4) doesn't talk when... someone else is talking (78 :
_ congruent responses), - :
‘ In each of these msta:;p(, over half the pupils perceived some congruency_ in
+ " the rule Mthe two settings, - \ ‘
In contrast, ¢onsider the f'oilddng examples: / i
‘ 1) _1f 1 know the\iﬁiqgr to a question, I,., raise my hand/say it (17 g
congruent responses, 78 agreed-on discrepant responses); <
+ o y
2) says ''good" vhen.,. someone gives a good amswer/I do some-
thing figbt (18 comgruent responses, 90 agreed-on discrepant re- ) :
: 4 ' nponus) and / " - ) . i

A4

3) . When I need help, I... raise my hand/a&k my mother (98 congruent re-
sponses, 77 agreed-on discrepant responses).

L4 Y L]
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. ' © TABLE 7

Pupil Perceptions of Home-School Congruency
in the Rules of Discourse -
(number of pupils responding in each category)

4
L

Being Quiet and Not Talkink

When wants me to be quiet, she...

Home , L ‘ o

School  Signals  Requests  Commands  Other/No Response
signals 2 -1 -8 . 2 B

. req s 0 v 0o__ - .11 ‘ 1 =
cosmands S B 1 . - 50 f-. .. 3
other7/no ' : , oy

response 0 0 3 "0
When talks, I... . . . . .
' Home
School Listen .  Be Quiet / Converse Other/No l%ésp_onse
Lo y | . < )
listen @ - I | . 2
be quiet 33 ., 8 : T4
converse 2 -2 0 1 -0
otherfno " ) . e
response O -1 0 ' 0 -
7 ' - - ’
* I don't talk when...- : ) '
[T N [ . -
v . Home -
. Someone Else’ -  Other Non-Rule L

School Is Talking "Quiet' rule  _Reason Other /No Response

i

someone else e

1s talking|Sl . ® @ 1

. &her quiet

‘rule 11 5. 2 1
nos-rule
reasen o - 1 0 1 ,
» other/no )
response O 0 .0 0 !

=
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ot Table 7 (continued)

__doesn't talk when... =~

Home

-
-

“

3
.

* -Sémeone Else Other °

Non~rule

1

) School - Is Talking Quiet rule Reason Other/No Response ;
someone else ~ i Lo
is'talking.| 65- 6 @) 1
other quiet - e —— -
- rule 6 2 -0 , 4 0
non-rule S “ :
reason @, - o7 [ u -0
othe¥/no N ; . .
response . | 17 < 2., 1
. Sy ¢
When"I;m playing, I ;thik to...
- Hc;ne P e '
* .. School Adult - Child No-ote Myself  Other/No Respomse
adult. [ { | 1 9 o - "o
“~child 132 5 1 \ 1_
. Do one 0 0’ ] : 0 0 -
myself 0 0 0 . o 1. 0
+ other/no - B o D
response 0 0 0 0 0
When I'm working, A; talk to... ! S .
Home P - '
. School Adult . Child ".No one ' ° Myself  Other/No Responses
adute. [ 20 1 a7 6 3 . o >
. vchild 7 16 3 2 0
no one @. . 17 9 5 0
myself 0 i 1 0 | 1 ] 0
other/no . ) - ) .
. =— response 1 2 1 0 0
/ 3
3 ' ' ' ,
. ‘ . -.', ’:‘ L 1 .
. v . »‘\ .
. . 4 ‘) ‘ ) H 3 . - -‘ o
. I» . ’

-
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. . Table contif d
B A
1‘.00 .
. . ' - i
2 . . *

. A'aun ,° Aok Child : Othet /No Res . T | . Myself - Otl'fer/No Re_npopse

‘ L 14 - .
=3 o} | N

2 - 32, o0 B

oo©
~N
©o oovo

. - ) - \ e v
- . - . . . i
~ ¢
" wien... . - A : A " ’ . ‘ .
. v . . ’ A . Y

q ' Not Necess. ) o ;
Directed other/ .
. ) Indiv. eI/
rud D!““‘d 0“"1“ égavol“tﬂ" m‘gm 3 No Reéponse Evaluate . Other/ .‘

Unspec, * ' _. Eval. Ability No_Respons

’ E -. » . ~ ‘
. . |
. : . : 0 \L 1 11 e 6
,. 1'0 . 0 . - AR 3 3

$ . .

«d

a z.‘_..~ * 0 0.
" _50 ~»

-3.
o A ' 1 0
l -
(o) o ' \-»tT"T___T_— + 0 0 . : -
— .0 0
T o P 0 . . .
@‘Q@ GJ I S .
- 0 0 0 .
‘I ¥ « -
- / » e ;' ' *
!‘ . ) ( -
) . , LT ST e ~ ,%xialua_te Other/-
. o . -« <. \bility N6 Response
-.'.l;./,.‘ e . - \r . - lo . s§
. ) ' . ' ' l_- ’ B 4_7
- ’ .
S - 5 ‘2 A
A . 0 -0
- . . . . .
* ) . 4 0 -
. — ." .
. c 1 0o .
. | .
*,
P 1 g 0 . ’ 0
I 41 -
- - B ( ’ .‘<
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Table 7 (continued)
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I ask a question when...

Home - -
Y = C \‘)
) Want NeeLTalking Situational .
School | To‘Know ~Belp rule Response Unrestricted Other/No Response
want to know l 7 4 0 1 0 : ) .
.need help . 6 - 2 5 S 1 - 2 u
. talking rule 5 - é 12 11 1 ' . 4 - N
situational . -
response 3 5 3 3 -0 — 1
unrestricted 0 0 )3 0 0 .0
otherg,/no. ; ) , ' :
__response 1 .5 4 1 ‘1 0 :
' |
- asks .a question when... -
Home &%
¢ . : -
Wants Needs " To Talking - Situational . Other/
School " .To Know Help Instruct Rule Response Unrestricted No Respx
vants to know |6‘ 1 0 0 2 0" "0
, needs help . . 5 0 2 . 2 0, 0
to instruct @ L R -] 4 11 . 4 3
. talking rule 1 2 3 -1 10 -2 1
situational ‘ .

Tespons 7 9 4 5 _10. 0 2
unrestricted 1 -1 0 0. 1 1 0
" other/mo - )

response "1 E 1. 2 0 1 1

éettin Information/Assitance

- Home
" School Signal
- signal 47
ar i 8
- follow
politeness
rule S
other/no .
Tespopse 0
) )

Follow Politeness Rule

ise

-

. Do It
s [ Y
14
_ 1
S,
1 ) 2 .
v : N
1

Othér/llo ﬁiponu >

’.
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‘ M 'rabl_e 7 (continued) ' .
' Vhen T need help, I.:.
. ‘ L — .
. Home
School Signal  Ask Adult Ask Child  Other/No Response
signal ' 3 % % . 0 :
<  ask adult ° 3 . 2 0 :
ask child 0 3 o * | - 0
other/no . . -
Tesponse (1 4 2 3 0
* says ""good" when... ) : ‘-
= - Not Necess.
. B Directed .
Deserved Deserved Desérved Outside Toward Indiv. Other/
School Acadenic Nonacad. Unspec. Eval. Convoluted Child No Respons
. . Vd - O -
deserved, - - sy '
academic 8 8 - 10 0 0 1 1
deserved, y
non-academic 1 2 2 0 0 0 /- 0
deserved, . g
.+ unspecified 3 3 5 0 0 0 0 :
outside . . . AL
*evaluation 0 - 0. . 0 " 0 ' 0 0
* convoluted 0 0 - 0 0 0 -0 0
not necessarily . : i -
"directed toward S
individuil @) @Y @ 1 1 3 0
other/no, :
response 1 1 0 : 0 0 0 0
’ . ~ L/ N . -
- . Pl
[ } :
A
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In these Instances there 1s clear agreement on the differences in the two set-

tings.. : , . vy . |

Both of these types of rules/expectations sppear to be well-defined for most

pupils. It is the other rules/expectations- whereﬂresponses are mixed or muddled,

for vhich home—achool discontinuities might be most apt to lead to misunderstsnd-" -
S

*ings and hiscomunication betwee.u teacher and pupil. -

] . ‘

. If we _pursue this line of reasoning further, we note that the expectations

*which are nost congtuent are those involving,children talking during free time,

and aduit’ talking to children. )The expectations for which there are sgreed-on
discrepancies ire those related to children answering quesflons when they_know . -
the answer, and getting assist;;ce or praise.'The‘expectations which appear to

be gost."nixed" have to do with, asking questions (both adult and child) and- child-

ren respondiog to quejtions when th y don't know the answer. ’For‘example:

a question, I... don't raise my hand/ e
nt responses, 35 .agreed-on discrepant T

- 1) I1f I don't hnq& the' answ
. , say 1 do2't know (23 com|
response

\

2) I ask a question vhen./. we're s posed to/I need help (49 congruent
“responses, 23 agreed discrepant responses), and
-~ ) k]
3) . 8k§k: question when.,, she wants to W1 us something/ .
she wants to know something (32 congru?nt regponses, 16 agreed-on . ‘
discrepant responses). : ' ) :

I3

»

It wdhld appear, therefore, that the possible detrimental effects of home-school

‘ discontinuity in the rules of discourse migbt be most readily observed in rela- ) o

e ‘ ' ! - . \

tion to questioning. We turn next to examine pupil differences {n home-school
’ - . . .. L

congruence, with particular attention to the rules surropnding classroom qles-
tioning, 4 , i ) . » )

’
Home-school congruence and other variables. For the subjeoc% in this study

‘Mfil_ﬁ.;lﬂo ..

-t e ey

there were no significant differences in pupil perceptions of home-school con- ~*

gruence i!'the rules of discourse by ethnic backgtonnd by entering reading achieve-

ment, Table 8 presents examples of the patterns of‘response by ethnicity for the

e ganca e -

. -
. - - -

L : 44 i T
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TABLE 8 - :
‘Home~School C;)ngrue.nc'y in -Expectations 1
. . . For Asking and Responding to Questions S
. Organized by Pupil Ethnicity, . T ‘
» e ’ - _‘- - L )
If I don't know the answer... : T
_ ~ Mexican- . Black/ N
. Anglp" : - Aperican . Other Minority
Congruent “ B Lo ‘
Response ) .9 11 -~ . ’ 3-
. ‘ -
Lack of i T . T v
Congruency 44 51 s 25
. -
T - N
- k]
- 9 »
" 1 ask a questionwhen... : RS
_ : ,Mexican< _ . Black/Other
’ Ang];o American .. Minqrity
Congruent T T’ . .
Response’ N 18 .19 ) 12
Lack of : T e
Congruency ] 35 ) - 43 .16 .
i
asks a question when...
S : " Mexican- .BlackDther
-Anglo American Minority /
: Congruent - )
Response 11 15 , 6 :
s Lack of -
congruency 42 . 47 32
. “ A
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expectations about asking questions and responding when ‘the wnswer. is not known.

:Table'9\preeents the same data;orsanized by punils"enterins rendins'achievenent3
“‘and Table 10 shows them organized by claesr.cn:vm"s"'1 Perceptions of congruence, or

PS

Jatk of congnuence is clearly qnite‘evenly distributed -across pupils with regard

to all three variables..® Thus it would appeir that discontinuities between the
’ )
fornal rules or}stated erpectations of classroom disconrse and discourse at home, ’

- -

even with-regardtto c1hseroon queationing,yare not necessaril more marked for

children of ninority groug,duiturgs thpn for Anglo chiidren, or for children of one

classroon as nppoeed to another, and thatceuch discontinuities are not necessarily-

L

reflected in pupil achievement in reading. )
',’ . ’ - -
It ‘i the case, however, that careful exnmination of dqta on pupil under-

ﬂ “

standing of the fupction of classroom questiona! reported in detail in Part I
of this final report, indicates that there are important relatibnships between

teacher use of classroon questions pupil understanding of the function of classi
’ D ]
room queetions, pupil behavior d.e., participation in class discussions), and

-

pupil success in dchool. We will return to this point in a.later section on in~
. /i

s
.

terpretations of findingss - . a

.

Sumnary. To summarize the findrngs with regard to pupil perceptions of the
fornel rules of classroom discouree

1) Pupils and teachers demonstrate strongest agreement on rules for
! answering questions anl getting information/assistance, all rules
that involve the use of the "raise your hand'"signal; C Y

2) Pupils and teachers show least agreement on rules about asking a
queetidﬁ,

-

. -~

3) Pupil-teacher agreement on ‘formal rules appears to be strongest
in the class where the teacher states the rulés clearly and reminds
.pupils of their existence freqﬁently,

-
[R—

4) Teacher rankings of pupils on appropriate language behavior are not
directly related to pupil-teacher agreement in stating the formal
" rules of classroom discourse;

. :

Q ; \
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TABLE 9

Home=School Congruency in Expectations '
for Asking and Responding to Questiomns
., . Orjgmnized by Entering Reading Achievement

If I don't know the answer... }

?

“Below 1s Below 2nd
. Quarti ngrtile
N i ; -
Congruent - /
Response— P ‘ 6 . 9
k of ‘ . .
gruency fj 41 . 30

.I'nsk a question when...

Below lst Below 20d

- ‘ © Quartile R Quartile
éongruent . ,
Response - 16 f . ) 14
Lack of \ f '
Congruency 31 \/ . 25

[}

(-
asks a question when...
Below 1st. Below 2nd
Quartilé Quartile .
. Congruent . : '
- » Response ' 10 ‘ 9
Lack of .
Congruency = 37 ) 30

ERIC . L : 47

42

Above 2nd
Quartile

42

¥

Above 2nd
Quartile

10 !

39
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TABLE 10

Home-School’ Congruency in Expectations

for Asking and Responding to Questions
. Organized by Classroom

<

’

If I don't know-the aﬁsver,to a question, I...

Congruency 16 20

!

‘ Teacher - Teaclier Teacher Teacher
A B c D
’ » .
Congraent .-
Response -2 4 ‘8 6
Lack of - .
Congruency 22 ‘19 .20 22
I ask a question Ypenl.:
Teacher = Teacher Teacher Teacﬁer
. A B c D
COnérﬁent - .
ponse N | 5 11 11
llock of
Congruency 17 18 17 17
14 .
’ /
J
. . asks a question when... .
Teacher - Teacher Teacher  Teacher
A B c D
Congruent
Response ~ 8 3 - 4 ‘-9
Lack of

24 " 19

19

Teacher

12

~

- Teacher_

E

18

43

Teacher "
F -

18

Teacher .
F

Teacher Lon
F i

17
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5) Pupih perceive clur differences :ln expectat:lons acron settinu
. of home, phy, and ochool' \

6) Puwpil di.fferencea in perceptions of home-school congruency in
stated/forma¥ rules of discourse are not direcly related to
pupil differences in-ethnic background or enterins reading .
achievesent, oy to classroom/teacher; < T

T 7) Three types of rules can be ifentified in relation to bole-school

congruency of expectations (rules with fairly high congruency,
rules with highly agreed-on discrepencies, and rules for which
expectations are mixed or muddled); .

. - ¢ -

8) The rules for. which expectations aré most mixed or muddled are

) rules about classroom questioning, and it is thereforé possible

" that this is an area where home-school discontinuities in : .
rules of discourse are most detrimental to school achievement;
9) . A prior tesnent of this final report (Part II) that focusu on 2

classroom questioning provides evidence of relationships among
teacher use of questions, pupil perceptions of the functions of
questions, pupil perticipation in'class discussions,’ -and pup:ll N
- success in school, indicating that classroom questioning is an - =
aspect of classroom dhcourse that 1s inportant in school achieve—
. ment.

’ - »

Taken together, these findings suggest that we could- benefit fral‘.con;:ep-
trating furtber !investigations of «classroom discourse on classroom questioning
and that we should‘aI for indirect, rather than direct, relationships between

: pupil perceptions of the formal rules of classroom discourse and pupil success

in school. .

2
- Pupil Perceptions of .
JAppropriate Forms of Address ) ) .
Y . .

The investigation of pupil percei;t:lons of d¥propriate forms aof addr.:ess was
not originally plaﬁed‘u a part of this study. In the course of data collec-
tion it I;ecne apparent fr'a pupil reports, and frot'n behavior obsérved on the
videotapes, that certain language " functions ‘which t;re had not planned to examine
were important to pupils in all three discourse set:t:*f'-'s (home, school, play)

. These were the funtttons of getting attention and :lnfluencing (controlling)

others). | ) . . ' .

-~ N . -

vy . ;j .
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He are all eccuetoned to thinking of these ee inportent language functions
+
for the teacher in the cleeeroo- setting We were only gradually made aware of

) . 45

thel e,/ilportent (perhepe even critiq;l) functione for the child as well. The:

- prevalence of the "raise your hand" rule for getting attention in lessons vas
not at all surprising, but the'"Hen, e?ne here" eni "Hey, &equuye" language that
was reported'ee a prelude‘to getting information at home and at play was some-
uhet unqxpected. In further pupil reporte about whet they might say in talking

-

to their mothers, fathers, or playmates, the attenpte to exertiinfluence be-

‘tame quite evident (Hhen are you goiné-to take me to buy some shoes?, When can
‘ e go £iehiuz? Do you wvant to play kick bell?). as did their strong tendency

to use a queetion form to serve this function. We therefore devised a task

to study this for-function relationlhiv further. We report on this investiga-

‘tion her”heceul‘tit revéaled relationships between forms of address and status

in the eocial eetting. thereby providing evidence of children's perceptione of

the rules ‘of discourses telated to "who says what to whon.

Identification of foree across eetting_. Dete on pupil identification of

= .
sentence forms uhich function to "get you to do something” or to ''get’ your

_\:ttention in each of the three eettinge are presented in Teblee 11 and 12,
(The reeper will recell,that in this te‘k sentences were derived primarily from

' pupil reports of what they heerd on videotepee, thet pupile selected as many .
sentences as thﬁy liked in each setting, and that the same sentence cculd‘be
selected in more then one eetting )( Aateriske indicate the "pteferred place-

‘ ment” of each sentence within eettiqg Since the content’of theee sentences,
as well ee’their form, ie‘obvioqgly iuportant in any deeieion about their
appropriateheee for ‘'a given eettiné; ve cen draw only limitéd conclusions from

theee,reepeheee..

Our. first conclusion is that the{queetion form is perceived by pupils as

.
& -

.
R ———— e T ey
I )

-y vw

T T
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P ~ TABLE 11
. ) Mentification of Sentences Which Function
X To "Get You To Do Something”

(Percent of Pupils Responding; N=154)

~ In School In Play In Home
Tn General Settings Settings ° Settings

v
Throv me the ball. - - | " 618 J15.6 o620 134 -
Follov me. . 5.3, "28.0,.  66.8% 19.0
Look at this. L 43.9 29.9 56.1% 25.4
Let's watch TV. - s 5.6 463 24.0
Feed the dog. 58.6 . .6 7.6 57.3%

' Gat me the sclssors. - 56,1 C4Lga—  20.4 %71 |
Open your book. LT 52.2 .7 78.8% 7.2 19.6 -« .
Study your -spellisg words. 58.0- , 68.7% A ’ +66,2% ‘ |

: Read’ this story. . -= 452 - 1% 95 .- 382

_Be fuiet.. ) ‘ 3.8 . 54.8% 19.0 38.2
Did you clesn yowr room? 49.0 8 T 19w 69.4r°
Did you finish yesr work?’ ' 4.8 Thé* 145 " 61.8_
Do you want to ge to the store? 490 - 3.8 3.9 53.5% -

‘Do you want to go-to the office? ~ 26,1 , . 43,2 43 6.3

\ -
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- TABLE 12 - ,
< h .
Identification of Sentences or ‘Actions Which Function
. To "Get Your Attention"
— -~ (Percent of Pupils Responding; N=155) o
"L . In " In School In Play . 1n Home
General Settings Settings. Settings
(Ch1d's nase) - a6 47,0 54,8 57.4%
Lookit. - 52.5 23.0 © 60.3% 25.1
See what I made. - 46.5 12,7 ‘ 43.9* . 11.4
Hey, you guys. - .- oss 23.8 45.5% . 12.2
Come here'a mimwte. 57.3 39:4 61.8% 64.3%
~ You know what? ~ 46.2 23.2 " 58.5% . 26.3
What happened in school today? 43.2 1.8 -19.0 69.4%
Did you hear.me? 52.5 44.2 26.2 58.3#%
Be quiet. , 47.7 63.0% -20.3 48.4
Get out your book. - 27.9 67.4% 3.1 22.3,
- AL right. : _© 20.3 28.5% 1 21.0 22.3°
[Ring tha ve11). 28.8 21.1% - 5.7 3.2
frurn out the ‘1ights) — 25.2 . 4l.9# C 3 14.8
JRatse their hand) - 19.7 18.4% 2.4 1.2
¥ ' :
N :
. ’
. >
AT .
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) appropristely serving”toﬂrthe influencing and sttention-gebting functions in
both formal and informal settings (Did you clean your gon? Di‘d you finish
your work?, You know what?, Did you hesr me?).. We emphasize this begause it
h.u been suggested elsevhere ('specificslly, in the NIE request for proposals
which' eveatually led to the funding of - this study) that teacher use of the
question form to issue a directive might\ be important instance of mwiscom-
municatiocn resulting from teacher-pupil differences in perceptions of class-
" room diocourse.l It seems clear that for pupils in this study use of' the qués-
tion form to serve othér functions (both directive and attention-getting) is a
very. familiar phel_mnenon at home s:;d at play, as well as at school.

Our second ;onclusion has -to do with relat‘ionships betfieen identification
of senteaces for use in genersl vs, use in specifio settings. stle.13 pre~
sents these data. (The reader is reminded that childrenj were first asked the ‘ .
"general” question, "Which of these things might someone say/do to get you td ‘
'd‘o\ something/ get yo'\{r attention?" anci then asked about specific settings (Which
of these things might your teacher ssy...?). |

It‘:ppeara that sentences which are perceived by pupils as functioning pri-
_ urily in'school settings are much less spt to be selected as serving the general
fonction than sentences perceived as functioning primarily in home or play set- -

tings. (It is also the case that sentences seen frequently as functioning in .

more tham one setting are selected as serving the general function slightlyl

§ -
. N sy

more often than those whose functioning is seen as largelf ‘restricted to one
setting.) ‘We interpret these results to be supportive of our general fimﬂog
that impils percgive classroom discourse as ."a ‘langusge apart," with rules,
fom"sn’l functions that are distinctly different from those of talking in .
informal social settings. The language that is appropriate to school cioes not

‘come quickly to mind when children are asked about "talking" in general, even




- i TABLE I3 » .
) Identffr ication of Sentences to Serve

. . Y ', A General Functipn Compared

s to Prevalmcy of Selection :ln Specific Settings

E%

-

.-Sentences that "get you to do something" ' - ;
Mean Percentage of Pupils
L : Identifying Sentences

. As Serving General Function

- .
‘Sentences Prevalent in ® . o o ‘
Play ‘Settings Only ' ‘ 52.23
(N=4) - ] '
Sentences Prevalent in ) ) . :
Home Gettings Only . . 52.20
(N-3) o Bl
Sentences Prevalent in . -7
School Settings Only " 39,22
(N=5) - | :
Sentences Prevalent in ) )
Two Settings: Home & School . ’ 57.05
(R=2) )

Sentences that '"get your attention"
, ‘ . Mean Percentage of Pupils

. . Identifying Sentencés

As Serving General Functiom

-

Sentences Prevalent in ) .
Play Settings Only . 49.43
(N=4) - .

Sentences Prevalent in .
Home Settings Only -~ ‘ 47.85
R (N=2) - ’

Sentences Prevalent in .
. School Settings Only 28.27 ..
(N=6) .

Sentences Prevalent in .
Two Settings: Home & Play : -~ 51.85
(N=2) :




;f  through school cmtitutu luéh of the child's d‘sy.

-]

.

P_u_gil-pneutod untences: lenernl pagterns. The eenten&- whicti pupill

".um'sted th-ulvu as examples of things wvhich might be said to serve in- \
. ™ ‘ - L]
ﬁunoing or attention-gstting functions provide us with lluch more variety , .
) {n forl-function relationship. The sentence forns that pupils generated are
d . , 2 -
' . presented: in Tables 14 and 15. Sone interesting patterns stand out inlledi- )
.ately. For example: .. ‘L . . L o *
b 1) The command [s reportedly the most prsvannt "influencing form used
- » * by.the teacher (35.4%) but it is even more frequently attributed
. to the mother, (51.4%);. s\
. 2) Pfsmtes are seen as using Gwider variety of forms to serve the .
PULE” VO influencing function than ei&ner mothers or teachers (Call - 13.57%;
@g v Callund - 12, 31 Request - 10.3%, Question - 17.4%, Suggest - 10. 32)5°
3) Pupils report that they use a .signal (27.92) to influence their -t ]
‘o * (i.e., they. get htion first), a request form to influence their
. mother (27.1%) an a tall;(19.3%), command (18.7%), or request .42)
p -to influence their phyﬁst 3 ~ " g - o~
- -
#), Teachers’ reportedly uge pHe command form Eo get attention (25t : Q.
as well as to i (35.4%), while mothers also use conmsufiFto -~ T
get. apfention ( .

"
.

6%) but are more quently reportad to use'a.” - - .

call (to serve is ‘function (29. Z), and &

' .
5) Calling ("come here a minute") is"_the pr ominant form of attention-
ting a and at play, for both children and adults, but it
is reperted to serve this functionginfrequently at school.. ’ & ’

These tsM.es hint at status differentials in appropriate forms w(teachers

L]

camtnd: pupils signal; mothers cénmand, children request), but to examine this

problem more fully We must make mgre .specific compar?sons of pupil respons'es.' 'y ;
4 ‘ —
prsrisons of forms_ within settings, The data presented in Ta.ble 16 are_

L4

-

organized to display the responses, of individual pupils in Jeporting both what. )

-

.

they would say and whdt the other personﬁn the setting would say to get ~them/yo_u « -

’ -
sueons lower in status than the onix(s) is addressing may have to get ‘that

to do sqn!:ing. The layout of this g is based on- the assumptions that: = " -

-*

person s attention ‘efore att;e}ﬁting to inflhence' someone of about equal\stat.us

. . - . *
. . . -
.
. .

td
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TABLE 14
- . #Forms of Pupil-Generated Sentences. :
_ Which Funcfion to "Get You To Do Something," . .
(Perc f Pupils Responding”in Each Category)
. (N=154), . »
" oL . '
¢ At $chool At Home .At_Play
iTeacher Mother Friend
Physical Contact /Proximity < 0 0 0
‘Signal - 3.2 0 0
. *Name = . 1.3 -« .6 1.9
Call 1.9 6.5 13.5
Command , 35.4 51.3 12.3
Request - 8.3 ! 5.1 ) 10.3
Question o 1.9 o 2.5 c o "17.6.
Suggest : o 7.1 8.4 10.3
"Other" - . 5.8 1.3 . <6
**No Response 34.8 24.0 3.5 -
#Name, Plus 4.3 10.9 &.8
it Self Self
s e e Self
. Physical Contact/Proximity .6 .6 0
_ Signal - 27.9 0 .0
‘*Name oa - 3.2 ¢ 3.9 ‘5.8
Call » y 4 9.7 15.5 19.3
Command - "5.8 » 17.4 is.7
Request 15.6 27,1 17.4
Question 3.9 =13 9.6
Suggest - 4.5 7.8 7.1
"Other" - 7.1 .6 5.2,
No Respomse ). _ N W y 13.5 16.8 -
*Name, Plus \\i/} 6.3 16.7 4.4

E -3

]

N -

. 'y . . . ; .

* Pu&l responses somtimes~used a name tbé introduce, followed by another form.

These sentences are included under the "major" form category, snd a special.
note is made ynder "name, plus" to indicate the frequency with which this:

response occurred. . ot .

{ ' .

#* The incidence'of "no response" is high ‘here becausde pupils said they could

think of.no examples in addition to those they had already identified from

* the set of given sentendes fTables 11 a‘lZ). :




-

- (NflSi)
- ) At School At Home . - At Play . ~
. ’ Teacher Mother " Friend
Physical Contact/Proximity 1.3 0. . 3.9
Signal 7.1 1.9 .6
*Name | , - 1.3 2.6 2.6
Cill 14.2 29.0 27.7 .
Command 25.8 20.6 7.7
Request 3.2 h 2.5 * 3.9
Question . » 0 = 1.2 ~. 5.1
Suggest SR _9.0 7.7 9.7 .
‘*Other" < 3.2 1.9 = 5.2
**No Response . X : 34.8 & ¢ 32.3 ° . 33.5
*Name, Plus 8.4 - 12.1 ) 19.3
[
N Self Self Self
Physical C%ntact/?roximity 3.2 3.2 1.9
‘Signal 60.0 1.9 6
*Name 15.5 19.4 19.4
Call . 8.4 43.3 46.5
* Command 1.3 4.5 7.1~
Request . 2.6 1.2 2.6
Question v 0 A~ L3 Z,6
Suggest 3.9 13.5 5.1 .
"Other" . - 1.3 1.9 3.2
No Response v 3.9 9.7 ' 11.0
#Nime, Plus 3.2 20.6 16.1
. -

-

"TABLE 15 ~ [ |

f' ) Porms of Pupil-Generafed Sentences
Which Function.To "Get Attention”
(Percent of Pupfls Responding in Each Category

% Pupil responses somtimes used a name to introduce, followed by another form.
Thes® sentences are included under the "major" form category, and a special.
noge is made under "name, plus" to indicate the frequéncy with which this
response occurred. S, ‘ .

. . ]

#* The incidence of "no response” is high here because pupils said they could’

think of no examples in addition to those they. hdd already indentified from
the set of given sentences (Tables 11 and 12). '
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" . TABLE 16 )
. . Pupil-Generated Sentences for
’ "Getting Someone To Do, Something:"
Comparisons Within Settings .
Home - - o .
Mother to Child ¢
. R .. Request/ . Other/
gxild to Mother Attemtion QueslipnlSuggest " Command | No Response
Attention T - g 13 ‘8
Requestl . ® ~ . '
Question/ 7 . 15 42 11
Suggest .
- - Command ) 0 0 19 7
Other/ T "t ’
No Response 0 . 4\ . 5 13
Transformed Different'q:lalc Status Ratio -~ 57:36:7
SChOO]. J' e -
Teacher to Child )
- ) ] . ’ Request/ > Other/.

+ Child to Teacher Attention Question/Suggest Command | No Response
Attention 8 ) 12 20 26
Réquestl T . -

Question/ 1- 7 18 11
~ Suggest ) .
Command 0 1 6 2
@ther/ ) * :
No Responsg 1 4 7 . 11 v T25
" .
‘ Transformed Differential Status Rat}o - 68:29:3 -
» ’ ’
. Playsate to Child
Child to Request/ Other/
Playmate Attention - | Question/Suggest: Cormand | No Response
Attention - » 10 3 13
Request/ -
Question/ [ 38 5 6
Suggest - :
‘c:;-lnd ’ .2 7 -9 ) 11
5 4 98 2 23

IToxt Provided by ERI

) )
E]K‘[Cithermo Response

Trassformed Dﬂfercntial Status Ratio - 20:66:14




" may use a moderate fori of address such as a request, question, or suggestion
- in trying to in.fluence another; and someone of higher status than the one (s)he
- :ls addressing may use a comand fom. When the. same form of taddress is attr:l-

‘buted. to onself’ and the,other person, then no status differenttal is :[npl:led -
!

When a "higher" status form is abbributed to the other person* and a "lowe_r status

~
.

to , o vice versa, then a status differential is implied; .
. 0 y the/étatus differentials that are implied by the responses of

pils :ln :his study, we have taken the number of reésponses that imply h:lgher —

. status, equal status, md lover status to the "other" person in comparison to

. oneself, and formed rat:loe from these numbers. For exanple, in the home set-

- ’

ting, there are 61 responses that imply h:lgher status for the mother than the

.

child (mother cammands, ch:lld requests, 42 instanges; mother comands, child )

-

gets attention, 13 instances; mother requests/questions/suggests, child gets’
*

attention, 6 instances). There are 38 responses that imply equal status fof
both participants (both get §ttention, 4 instances; both request/question/sug-
gest, 15 instances; both command, 19 insgances). / There are 7 responses that inl-
ply lower status for the mother than the child (mother gets attention, child re-
' quests/questions/suégests).\ Iq'stanc;s where no response (or an uncodable re-
sponse) has been given are not available for analysis Yf forms of address used,
_and are not included in these calculdtions. The "dif.feret;tial status ratio’ for
mother #0 child is thus 61:38:7., '

In order to compare ratios across settings, we have transformed tl;ese
ratios into percentage fi‘gures (e.g., 61k+ 38 + 7 = 10?; 81 18 57% of 106, etc.
The transformed 'differential atatus‘ratio" for forms of address used to "get
someone to do oo;neth:lng" is 57:36:f when the participants are mother and child.
. The‘rat:lo for teacher and child 1s 68:29:3. The ratio for p].‘aymate and child

is 20:66:14. These comparative ratios suggest'that chiidren in this study use,

od -

Q

e e,
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and expect others’to use, forms of address tgat indicate app;dxima;ely equal

status for thenaelQes“in conpéiison to their playmates, and lower status for

themselves in comparisom to their -gthers and teachers. The status differen-

tial between teacher and gﬁild is somewhat more "extreme" than the differen-

“~

tial between mother and child.

Table 17 presents aiﬁilar data for each of the three settings om the forms

- ¢

of address used to "get tgs}rlyonr qgtention." Here, nonverbal wmeans of atten-—

~

tion-E;?ting (r;isihg hand, standing near someone) are assumed to imply lower
status than verbal forms (calling or naming someone). The differential status
ratios in this instance aré 38:52£fb for mother ahd.cﬁfld, 72:25:3 for tngszfr
and child, and 24:60:16 fot'play-ate‘and child. Again plafmatg and child re-

- - portedly use fairly afmilax forms of address, vhile the forms of addres% re-

L)

ported imply. higher sta:ua¢for the mother and teacher than for the .child. Here °

the status differential is much more extreme between teacher and child ghan A
[ -

between mother and child. . .

Differential status ratios within settings in relation to other variables.

The general "fhle".for,appropr{ate forms of address as perceived by pupils

in this study might be stated as follows:
Use higher status forms when you address mother and teacher, and
equal status froms when you address playmates. Expect mother -and

. teacher to use lower status ffoms in addressing you, and playmates .
to use equal status forms. : *

To examine inéividual pupil differences in pgréeption of this ghnera} ;ule:iiwe
can compare th; differéntial status ratios im;Iied b; the forms of address gener-
ated by various p;pil subgroups. These data are presented in Tables 18, 19, 20, -
and 21. These are descriptive data. - No te;tq of significance have been used.

The ratios presented in Table 18 describe pupil differences in perceptions ’

of appropriate forms of address to serve the "i;}}uencing" function in the

school setting. The data suggest that Anglo children accord higher differential

60)




TABLE 17

Puﬁil—cenerated Sentences for
"Getting Someone's Attention:"
Comparisons Within Settings

s
S
' * ] - I4 « .
Mother to Child L o
Child to Nonverbal | Verbal Request/ Other/
Mother Attention Attention Question/Sug_gest Command |. No Response
Nonverbal , ) |
Attention -1 2 0 2 3
Verbal . .
Attention 2 .39 b 11 16 29
Request/ .o
Question/ - 0 . 6 5 5 g
Sugges®/ < d =, » K /
Command / 0 1 1 4 <1
Other/ NE :
_ No Respdnse 0’ 1 1 ) 5 11
k Transformed Differential Status Ratio-38:52:10
School
Teacher to Child N
Child to Nonverbal Verbal Request/ . . Other/
Teacher Attention Attention | Question/Suggest Command | No-Response
Ronverbal -
Attention 1 15 9 * 26 37
Verbal i ‘ .
Attention 2 8 4 11 12.
Request/ , :
Question/ 0 0 4 1 3 3
Suggest
Command 0 1 0- 0 1
Other/ | B ’
N6 Response 3 0 2 0 6

Transformed Differentiai Status Ratio-72:25:3

61
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TABLE 17 (continued) ‘

- y ‘ :

Ph! ~ - ’
Playmate to Child ] . C .

Child to Nouverbal Verbal Request/ — Other/
Playsste | Attestios |Attention | Question/Suggest | Command | No Response
Nonverbal | . ‘ 1 *
Attention 3 0 0 0 . 1
Verbal ' -
Attention 3 0 0 . 0 1 L=
Request/ . ]
Question/’ 0 "3 7T~ 0 6
Suggest o
Command | 0 2 5+~ 3 2
Other/ .
No Résponse ) 1 4 1 16

. Transformed Differential Status Ratio-24:60:16 _

._. \ )
" .
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TABLE 18 -, Lot v
Differential Status Rafiog ’
~ Within the School Setting:
Forms of Address for Getting Someome To Do Something |
(Co-paxi.on. by Ethnicity, Reading Achikevement . R
\\Clasaroo-, and Grade Level - g
| o | R NS
.Differential Status Ratios, Teacher and Child, by Ethmic Background -
o " ar — R}
Anglo . 78:22:0. ‘ -
Mexican-Amer{can 61:33:6 ]
Black and Other Minorities 69:31:0
Differential Status Ratiop, Teacher and Child, By Entering Rzading ,
Achievenent ’ '
Abéve 20d Quartile 73:27:0 ,
Below 2nd Quartile” ’ 68:30:0 ’
Below lst Quartile 64:28:8 2 ’
" pifferential Status Rétios “Teacher and- Ch:ll.d Y Classroom apd Grade . o
Level . -
Tedcher A - 55:45:0 )
Teacher B | 75:25:0 -
Teacher C . 75:25:0 .
Teacher D 79:14:7 ° . '
Teacher E 64:27:9

-?
Teacher F

»

-~

.+" Second Grade 55:45:0
Third Crade 76:21:3
Fourth Grade 67:29:4

L)
i

4

-

¢ | .~ 63 . ‘




N . TABLE 19 .. ) »
. . —_—
Differential Status Ratios’
Within the Home and Play Setti
Forms of Address for Getting Someone to Do Something
(Comparisons by Ethnicity, Reading Achievement
. - « and Peer Status)

g
’

. ~ N

'Différential Status Ratios, Mother and Child, By Etjgic Backggound

_ _ Anglo 58:32:10;,
L . Mexican-American > o 58:36:6" .
Black and 0ther Minorities . 58:42:0 ) . r LT
- . ' ‘

Differential Status Ratios, Mother and Child, By Ente}::lng Reading

Achievément
* .. .  Above 2nd Quartile ' 55:30:15
v Below anl‘Qu.art:lle . 57:37:7 . .
T Below lst Quartiler” . 67:33:0 ' .

. Differential Status Hatios, Playmate and Child, By Peer Status
+ HBigh Peer Status o - 19:52:29
Middle Peer Status 16:72:12
Low Peer Status - ) 26 ;.61:13 ,




, ' TABLE 20
, : Differential Status Ratios T
. . Within the School Setting:
Forms of Address for Getting Someone's Attention.

. (Comparisons By Ethnicity, Reading Achievement,
< - Classfoom, and Grade Level) )

A}
Anglo 74:23:3., . AT
)lex)icanj-mt ican 73:2553 -
. Black and Other Minorities 60:33:7

—

Differential Status os, Teacher and Child, By Eantering Reading

Achievenent X , e
. Abo%e 20d Quartile 71:26:3 -
\ Below 2nd Quartile "74:22:4
h Below 1lst Quartile . 70:28:270

N
, -

- - Differential Status Ratids, Teacher and Ch:lld,,"By flassroom and
.. 7 Grade Level ' . . £ o

N
Teacher A ’ . 72:',1'7'.6
feacher B 7#29:0
. =~ Teacher C 67:27:7

' “ " Teacher D " 80:20:0 :
" Teacher E ' 75:25:0
\ Te{c't}_e“l‘ F . 63:31:6
. Second Grade T 77:17:6

Third Grade 73:25:2 :

Fourth Grage ‘ 69:28:3 -

’ -
3

L -
. Differential Status Ratios, Teacher and Child, By Ethnic Background




TABLE 21 e

Differeatial Status Ratios : .
Within the iome and Play Sett:lngs.
. Yorns of Address for Getting Someone's Attention
P ] (Comparisons ByéEthnicity, Reading Achievement,

: and Peer’ Status)

-

D:lffei:entfgl S:‘a;us R(aﬂoci Mother and Child, By Ethnic Background.

‘Anglo - 36:54:10 .
Hexican-heric_an 44:47:9
Black and Other Migporities 23:62:15 +*

é

Diffe;ential Status Ratios, ¥other and Child, By Entering Read:lng

Achievanent . s
o Above 2nd Quartile .+ 42:50:8
T e Below 2nd Quartile 48:45:7 -
Tl .. . Below lst Quartile . 29:57:14
) ?‘ , . ° . ‘. _:: .
_Diffetential,.wSta'tu_s.thioc, Playmate and Child, By Peer Status
” "'High Peer Status °°  ° o2l 62 17 »
.* Middle Peer Status T 24: 35 f&l
Low Peer Status, N , 35:56:9 .
. - 5. . .
Q-
]

is
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status to the teacher than do Hexican;-A;nerican child'ren, that higﬁer achieving
ehil.ldren “accord higher differential status to the teacher than do lower" achiev-
1n3 children.Jand that th:lrd grade children acc,ordrsome_what gher differential
status to the teacher thaﬁ do fourth grade children (si only one second
grade was included in thia etudy, we are not sure whether these apparent. dif-
ferencea‘ are 'at.tributable to-the grade level or- the_ind'j.vidual teacher). -

Table 19 presents ratios which describe pupii differen;':es in perceptio_ns

& : ;

.

of appropriate forms of address for influencing others in home ‘and play settings.

These data suggest no differences among ethnic groups in the differential sta-

S

tus accorded to the mother, but low achievers in reading appear to accord higher

3

. ) y )
differential status to the mother than do high achievers in reading. It is in-

- . - Lo |
teresting to note that children low in peer status tend to report forms of add- |
. \ ) . ‘ | ' |

ress vhich accord-higt;er status to their playmates than is accorded to them by :

their playmates, while high peer status children reverse this pattern. It - ’ #

. -

the peer Dgroup ‘as well ag between adult and child. v -

W,
-

i
would appear that status differentials operate In forms }of address used within %
. - - 1

|

i

Table 20 presents data on forms of address perceived as appropri..ate~ for
serving the attention-getting function in the school setting. 'It-appears thdt

there are fewer individual pupit differences with regard to appro{;riate forms

for ‘this language function. Black and other ninority group pupils accord less

differential .status the teacher than do An‘.o or ‘Mexican—American pupils,

and pupiia of Teacher C and Teacher F seem to accord less di(ferential status ) .

to the teacher than do pupils of most other teachers, but these are the only

clear differences. ' ' LY ) - ' .

Pupil differences in perceptions of form-function reletionships for atten-

tion-gettinﬁ in home and play settings are much more marked, asg is apparent .

from the data presented in Table 21. Mexican-American children accord somewhat . )




~
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higher differential status to the mother tlxan Anglo' children, wh:lle'Black‘ and

other minority group chil&ren accord less differential status than either of the

}

other tvo groups. Children who are lowest in reading ach:l..evenent accord much

less d:lfferential status to the mother than do children :ln the two h:lgher

-

‘ach:leving groups. Children of l'w peer. stdtus accord higher differential status

to their playn;ates, children of middle pewr status accord higher differential *

L)

status to themselves, and children of high pe(statug accord about equal status

:8 themselves and their playmates. . ) . -

L\l

We mterpret thesc data aoaewhat caut:lou81y- aince no significance tests
have been used. Bowever, the picture.thatn emerges suggests that ch:lldren' in gener-
al are aware of the diffetential soc:lai ‘status of p.artic:lpants in the var:lous»
social settinsa w:lth vhich they are most familiar, and that they can express this °
awareness by :ldept:l.fying different forms of address as appropriate, depending on
the relative status of the person being :ddressed and the person doing the addres-
s:lng The degree of different:lal status exprea\sed in the ‘forms selected as
appropriate may vary w:lth the language function being performed. Different pu-
pil groups may vary in their interpretation of this "rule" of discourse, and it
is possible that pupils low in classroom status (e.g., low achievetbi in rqading)

or from particular cultural groups (e.g., Mexican-American) may accord less

'differ;ﬁtial status to the teacher than other pupils. - C -

» .0
Comparisons of -forms across settings. To better understand the home-school

discontinuties in rules of discourse that pypils must cope with, it may be use-

ful to coupare pupil perceptions of appropriate forms of address across settings.

‘Theae data are presented in Tsbles 22 and 23, along w:lth the implied d:lfferen- '

! -

tial status ratios. » T T v

In Table 22 ‘we examine pupil perceptions of appropriate forms of address

-

for lnfluenc'lng othera.‘ The data suggest that in addressing the child the mother

- . C )
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, ) TABLE 22
" T ¥
" .Pupil-Génerated Sentences for .° '
"Getting Someone To Do Something:"
Comparisons Across Settings )
’ . ¥
. Teacher to Child i
Mother . Request / . :
to Child Attentdion Question/Sug_gest Command Other/No Response
Attention 3 ) .3 0 . 5
Request/ . . .
 |Queagion/ 2 8 . 8 7
Suggeat | :
:',c nd 5 : 14 = 41 19 -
Other{/ , .
o Response | .. 0 . 1 6 - 32
T : %z =
.| Tiamsformed Differential Status Ratio + 13:62:25 X
. .. . . ? , M
. , ‘
o R N
. Teacher to Child ., ’ ’ .
Playmate , Request/ ¥
to ‘Child . Attention Question/Suggest | Commdnd . | Other/No Response
Attention | 4. - 5 <9 6
Request/ ’ N
|Question/ 4 . 16 23 16 .
Suggest . . X . ) <
Command 2 - 3 12 . 2
Other/ - Y Wt - ,
{No Responge § .° 0 . 2 1 S 39 &
.\ ’ ' 'imforx‘ned,DifEerential Status Ratio - 47:41:12
o j‘ é’ : ’ 2 ’ - -: . -
. Y B
y o)
3 - B !
'R ?l -
i 4B -,
- | ; ( ) ] ’ \
69 ‘ ‘




élu.ld to Mother .

child . -
"{to Teacher

Request/ 1
Question/Suggest

Attention

Attention
20"

’. 33

Other/No Response

Request/
Questiop/
Suggest

&

31

c

0

Other/

11

No Response

t

[}

-

Child °_ °
to Teacher .

C:lld" to Playmate

. Reques t/

Other /No Response

Attention

AttLLt:lon

Question/Suggest
- 23

{

] Req‘u'ut/ .t
Question/ &
Suggest

6

’

fooe

-

Comaqd &
Other/ '
No,  Response

'rrnermed. Differential Status Ratio - 44:45:11




" TABLE 23
[
. e Pupil-Generated- Sentences, For ~
: "Getting Someone's-Attention:"
Comparisons Across Settings

. Teacher to Child . .
Mother Nonverbal | Verbal Request/ '
to Child Attention | "Attention Question/Sugggest Command ; Other/No Response
Nonverbal - o
Attention 0 -0 L 0 . 1
‘Werbal Attention | . . 12 i 6 12 15
_ |Request/Question . - .
- ) Suggest 3 3 J3 4
Command 2 4 6 12 8
Other /No Responsel 2 . 3 4 FYEE 32
. Transformed Differential Status Ratio - 29:39:32 .
: Teacher to Chyjd ) ’ .
Playmate Nonverbal - Verbal . Request/ P >
to Child . Attertion | Attention | Question/Suggest| Command '] Other/No Response
INonverbal I ]
Attention ' 3 - 0 - 0 3 1 1
Verbal é/ttent‘.ion . 6 13 6 L6 16 e
Request/Question i .
a. o Juest ¥3, 0. 8 .13 .5
. Command 0o 2’ 2 4 , 4
’ Other/No Response 1 T- 9 = 3 14 33
. _ o : Transformed Differential Status Ratio - 41:41:19
Child to Mother i —— i ‘ ’
Child Nonverbal Verbal Request j .
¥ to Teacher Attention | Attention | Question/Suggést , Command Other/No Response
" |[Nonverbal :
/ Attention 6 , 63 - 14 5 - 10
Verbal Attention| O . ° 28 6 0 3
Request/Question 1 - 4 3 \1 1 .
Suggest .
. Command ~ 0 0 0 1 1
Other/No Responsd 1 2 2 0 . . 3
Transformed Differential Status Ratio = 68:2844. . & = .
\ ) S Child to Playmate ) i
’ Child . Nonverbal|{ Verbal Request/ T
to Teacher Attention| Attention | Question/Suggest| Command | Other/No Response
Nonverbal ’ ' ’ M )
Attention % 69 11 - . .S 9
' |Verbal Attention ' O 28 2 | 4 3
. Request/Question 0 3 3 1 ’ 3
) %_u_ggest, . .
‘ ommard ' 0 1 . 0 - . 0 -1
Other/No Responsd O B 1 ' 0 1 6.
J , Transformed Differential Status Ratlo - 70:27:3 D
B *3 ’ 1]
. . e o . . " . B "
7 - - . - « - -
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,is perceived as expressing higher differential status relative to the child

than the teacher (13:62:25); e.g., .the mother commands and the teacher requests,
14 instances; the mother requests.and the teacher commands, 8 instances). The
teacher éxpre;ses hiéher differenti#l status relative to the child than the
pliynate (47:41:12). -The child accords ﬁigher differential status relative to
himself /herself to" the Eeaéher'than to ghe mother (42:55:35,.and higher differ-
‘ential status to the te;ch;r than to the playmate (44:45:11). .

In Table 23 the data on appropriate forms of address for getting gttention,

, compared across éettings, are presented. In this instance.the mother and teacher

are seen as quite similar in the differential status (relative to the child) that
they express in their forms of address (29:39:32). The teacher still expresses
higher diffe;ential status than the playmate (41:41:19) in addressing the child.
The child accords much higher differential status (redmtive to self) to the |
teacher than the mother in the forms of address used for getting attention
(68:28:4) than is the case for the forms of address used to influence (42:55:3).
The ;ame pattern holds in the forms of address used by the child in addressing |
the teacher vs. the playmate (70:27:3, geutiné at;entioﬁ; 44:45:11, getting some-

one to do something).

Differential ffatus ratios across settings in relation to other variables.
‘ A
From the perspective of the child, the general "rule' that appéars to operate
; ‘ ) ‘
for appropriate for‘s of address compared across settings might be stated as A
follows: ‘ ) -
Address.- your teacher in ﬁigher status forms.(relaiive to yodrself)
o . than you use to address your mother or your playmate. - Expecs-your
. é‘x \\‘ playmate to accord you more relative status in forms of address than *
: your teacher does, and your teacher te accord you more status than

-

your mother does (this last holds for attempts to get your attehtion).

To examine pupil differences in awareness of or interprﬂ;:tion of this geTFfal :
rule, we have computed aiffereqtial status ratios separately or various pupil
~ " "

P
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sub-groups, focusing on the forms of address used by he child in speaking ta,
the&é?chef\nd the mother. These data are presented in Tables 24 and 25.

[ 4

It would appear from the data in Table 24 that, in attempting to influ-

ence others, Anglo and. Mexican-American pupils_are quite similar, in Fheir ten-
- dency to accord higher relative differential stwcgg;r teacher than to
= M _

their noﬂ.xer, while Black and other minority gro?{ children differentiate between
the two to a much smaller degree. Pupils who are very low in entering reading
;chieve-ent are less ap_t_fo accord higher differential status to the teacher

vs. the mother, than are p\:pils vho are h/gher achiev;rs. Pupils of Teacher A
and Teacher 8 do not seea to accord as 7(.\ch differential status to the teacher
vs. the mother as do pupils in other“classroomd. Third grade pupils accord
greater differential status to the teacher vs. the mother than do fourth grade

. -

pupils. ~

i -

~

In Table 25 the same organization of gata 1s presented for the forms of
address reportedlly used by pupils to get someone's attention. Here we find very -
little variation by pupil sub-groups, except for the pupils in Teacher A's class,
who accord much less status to their teacher relative to ‘their mother than do
pupils in the otherilasoﬂti | \

Based on these data, it would appear that, for children in this study, home-
school discontinuities in‘::he forms of address‘appmpriately usefiby the child
are more apt L@ occur in relation to the.attention-geging function (68:28:4
for child to 'tea‘cher ¢s. mother) than the influencing function (42:55:3 for
child to teacher vs. l;sother), but the discontinuities in rules for the atten-
tion getting function -tend to be viewed similarly by different pupils (i:l..e., they
do not necess ily pose an interpretation problem). Pupils low in cl}assroom

status (e.g.,/low in reading achievement) or from particular cultural groups

(e.g., -Black 4nd other minorities) may not actord as mcgdifferential status
3

. P &
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L TABLE 24

Differential Status Ratios
Across School and Home Settings:
Forms of Address Used by Child
To "Get Someone to Do Something”

Differential Status Ratios, Child to Teacher vs. Mother,
By Ethnic Background

- Anglo . 44:56:0
Mexican~Amer ican 46:52:2
Black and Other Minorities 25:63:12

Differential Status' Ratios, Child to Teacher vs. Mother,
By Entering Reading Achievement

Above 2nd Quartile 42:53:5
Below 2nd Quartdle . 52:48:0
" Below lst Quartile 36:62:0

Differential Status Ratios, Child to Teacher vs. Mother,
By CLassroom and Grade Level i .

Teacher A , 29:64:7
Teacher B 53:47:0
. Teacher C '44:56:0 ;
Teacher D 52:38:10
Teacher E ‘ 29:71:0
Teacher B / 41:59:0
Second Grade 29:64:7
Third Grade ' 50:46:4
Fourth Grade ’ 36:64:0
74
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TABLE 25

Differential Status Ratios
Across.School and Home Settings i
- o Forms of Address Used By Child
To "Get Someone's Attention"

-

Differential Status Ratios, Child to Teacher vs. Mother,
By Ethnic Background

{‘

Anglo ) i 63:31:6
L] " Mexican-American 70:27:3
Black and Other Minorities ?0:30:0

-

Differential Status Ratio, Child to Teacher vs. Moiher,
By Entering Reading Achievement

Above Ind Quartile 68:30:2
Below 2nd Quartile ©70:27:3
7 Below lst Quartile 67:29:4

- »

Differential Status Ratio, Child to Teacher vs. Mother,

. By Classroom and Grade pevel

Teacher A- ' 47:53:0
Teacher B 73:23:4
Teacher C " 64:27:9

*  Teacher D ’ 76:20:4
Teacher E | ¢ 78:17:5
Teacher F . - 63:33:4
& ' .

Second Grade 47:53:0
Third Grade ) 71:23:6
Fourth Grade - 69¢27:4

-
4 ~
v
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to the teacher vs. the m;ther in forms of address used to influence her as
other pupils. That is, they do.not display as much awareness of a home~school
discontinuity. T;is may indicate that they do not understand this 'rule” of

classroom discourse as well as other pupils. o

Summary. 1a summarizing the results with regard to pupil perceptions of

discourse rules for appropriate forms of address, it is important to reiterate
the following findings:

1) "School talk" appears to be perceived as a language apart, for it
does not come immediately to mind when pupils are asked to select
sentences that serve the influencing and attention-getting func~
tions ia general;

A wide variety of forms, including the duestion form, are_genéf-_
ated by pupils as appropriate for serving both the influeuncing
and attention-getting flnctions;

Within each of the three settings of school, home, and play, the
form of address identified as appropriate for the influencing and
-attention-getting functions reportedly vary according to the rela-
tive status of the speaker and the listener in that social setting;

There appear to be grade level, ethnic, and reading achievement

level differences in the degree of differential status (teacher

to child) expressed by pupils in reports of appropriate forms of
address for the influencing function, and ethnic differences in

the degree of differential status expressed in forms of address

for the attention-getting function;

There appear to be reading achievement differences in differen-
tial status expressed (mother to child) in the home setting for
the influencing fupction, and both ethnic and reading achieve-
ment differences ressed for the attention-getting function;

There are peer status differences expressed (playmate to child)
for both influencing and attention-getting functions in the play .
setting;

Therk appears to be more(ﬁome-school discontinuity in appropriate
forms of address (child to aduylt) for the attention-getting func-
tion than the influencing function, but there are no clear pupil

differences in perception of this "rule" (i.e., it appears to

be understood and accepted by most pupils); and

There appear to be ethnic, reading achievement, and grade level

x
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differences in perceptions of home-schoel discontinuity in forms of
address appropriate for the influencing function (child to adult),.

vith Black and other minorities, low achievers, and fourth graders
reporting the least discontinuity.

Taken together, these findings suggest that children are quite avare of the
relationships betweel-a social status and appropriate forms of address in each of
the settings most.familiar to them, and of the very x:eal dif ferences between
m}tn oF™ discourse in school sett:lnéa- compareil. to home and play settings.
Further, the findings -suggest that whe;'e home-school discontinuities are very
‘marked, they l'ly be more completely t;n{erstood (perc:a:lved as differences) by
all groups of pupils,'ax'xd that where individual ;;upil differences in perceiv-
ing home-school discontinuities exist, the pupils who do.not perceive the

rules as different in the two settings may be the ones who encounter achievement

problems. -
Teacher Perceptions of ) . ¢

Pupils' Commmicative Behavior

Teacher perceptions of how well pupils follow the most basic rules of
classroom discourse (i.e., exhibit an operational understandingA of these rules)
need to be considered 1f we are to understand more fu!ly the ’part these rules
play in the ongo:lns classr‘oim. :l'eachers in this study werge/x;herefore, asked
to categorize their pupils in September, ‘October, and December on the basis of
several co-mi::at:lon characteristics which were re}ated to basic "rules" of
classroom d%urse, and which had bee'n identified as particularly relevant to

te'achers in prior studies. These characteristics were: l‘istens'attentiv,ely in
class; pa.zr.ic:lpatu in clu; discussions; follows the talk:l'ng- no talking rules
‘o‘f the clas.lroou.l; and uses ''standard l_lnglish." In addition; tea;:hers were asked
to group pupils acc¢ording-to their probabje success in reading for the ye;;r.
Teacher ratings of pupils in December, when they were thoroughly familiar

with pupils, were combined to develop a composite measure for each pupil, at‘id

A7
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vithin each classroom pupils were categorized as low, middle, or §$gh,in

ngtatus with tescher” on the basis of this composite score. Relationships

. Y

between status with teacher and pupil perceptions of classroom discourse, or
pupil participation in classroom discourse, have been discussed elsewhere in
this final report (principally in Part\I}). Here we are concerned with ex-

amining the; relationships among the var:l.ou}s ratings, to better understand how

teachers might prioritize these various characteristics, and how stable their

’ A
perceptions might be over time.

Relationships among teacher perceptions of various pupil characteristics.

In‘ordef to examine relationships among teacher ratings of pupils on the com—
munication characteristics, and on predicted achievement, ratings on each pos-
sible pair of1 characteristics:were used to set up a gries of 3x3 tables.
The Chi-square test was used to determine the significance of the relation-
ship, and the contingency coefficient' to deter;ine the degr.:ee of rel‘ationship.
Table 26\ presents the tables comparing teacher ratings on each communication

\ .
characteristic with teacher predictions of success in readi_ng‘\(m ratings made
in December). '.All pairs of characteristics are significantly related, with
prol;ai;ility levels ranéing from p<.001 .to p£ .025. This is also the case for -
all p'a;rs of comm.(i;tion characteristi.cs (e.g., listening attentively qoni-
pared'to participating in class discussions). Illustrations'of these rela-
tionships are presented in Table 21 (probability levels range. from p <.001
to p <.05).

We are most interested in <the degree df the relationships, however,v for
thit measure provides Fvideme about the relative importance teachers place on
various aspects of pupils' communicative behavior with regard to pupil learn-
ing (expected success in rea&ing). Contingency coefficents for relationships
of pargicular interest are presented in Table 28. | o

¢

The various aspects of pupils' communtcative behavior can be ranked in

' 8
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e
Listenirig Attentively
Predicted : s .
Success Low Middle High
High 9 ) 24 61
Middle 13 Too21 9
Low 12 13 ° -5
B 14 - 2 o~ . \
X° = 37.69;df = 4;4p¢ .001 -
. ) Participating in Disucussions i
Predicted b .
Success Low Middle High
Bigh ) 14 - 271 53
. Middle 15 22 8 N
Low 13 13 4
X% = 29.98,df = 4; p& .00l
. Following "No Talking" Rules-
Predicted ) '
Success Low 0 . Middle Righ
High 23 13 . 88
Middle 14 12 17 | .
’ ‘ .
. Low T 10 10 10
. X? = 11.59,df = 4; pC.025 -
e T Using "Standard English"
Predicted
Success Low Middle .High
High .3 51 40
Middle 5 LS " 10
e Lov - 13 b 16
"ERIC ; . ¢
S X2 = 42.36;df = 4; p< 001 J

4

TABLE 26

" Teacher Perceptions of Pupils'
Communicative Behavior Compared

- v

to Predicted Success in Reading

O Y
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Teacher Perceptions of Pupil .
. Participation in Class Discussion )
Compared to Other Language Characteristics -

Participating in Discussion -~ '~

- Listening ) PR .
Attentively Low Middle High
High ‘12 , 20 a3
Middle 14 1. 33 11
‘Low - % 9 11

==

xz- 29.58; df = 4; p<.001

. Participating in Discussion
Following - .
“No Talking" : ‘ .
Rule Low ‘ Middle- = High
jigh 23 ’ =31 . 31
‘Middle 1n 12 12
Low 6 19 22

xz = 13,62; df = &; p<£.01

P -y

Participating in Discussion |,

Using B
"Standard
English" Low Middle __High
High 4- - 23 1 25
»
. Middle 27 .o 32 33 )
A 7 7 '

x> = 10.16; df = &: p¥ 105 50

Y

-
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- Teacher Katings of Pupils
on Varioud Characteristics
‘(contingency coefficients)

Degrees ofﬂgelationship Between

Listening Attentively
Participating in Class Discussions
Following "No Talking" Rules

Using Standard English

Listening’!ttentively

Following ''No Talking" Rules

Using Standard Engiish

-

 Predictiomsof
.~ Success ia Reading

.43

)
Participating in
Class Discussions
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terms of the strength of their relationship to teacher predictions of pué}l

success. Use of standard English is the most highly.related,. followed closely

k4

by-liatining‘ettentively, and partictpating in class discussions, with fol-

) IW&W " glking" rulea laggigg far behind. ’
'” The relﬂtiomships between pairb of language characteristics are not

as’ trong gqgerally as those between langugge characteristice anquredicted

t

success, In comparison to perticipation 1n”disdusaion listening attentively

" ranks nighest in degree of re}ationship and use of.standanq English ranks lowest.
..It would appear, therefore, that while use of standard Enéitsh is perceived ’
ty teachers 1n‘thie study as a relatively important predictor of‘snécess

in teading, it is not viewed as a very important f:ctor‘ln pupil oarticipatiOn

L.

in class discussions. Following the no talking rules of the classroom appears .

to be vieuedeby these teachers as a relatively unimportant factor for both

reading auccess and participation in/discussions. We suspect this would .
. . )
not be the case in all classroops, but few children in these six classrooms -
4 . - :

were serious behavior problenms, thus the occasional breach of the rules was

"

‘ ~
not seriously disruptive of the 1earning process. . \

"It is worth noting that teacher perdeptions of these pupils were rather
heavily weighted on the positive side. For example: 94 pupils were predicted
to be successful in reading and only 30 to be_unsucceEQ;nl; 75 were identified

as high in attentive listening and 34 as low; 65 were categorized as high

in participation and 40 as low; 85 were said to follow the no talking rules

well and 47 poorly; 51 were labeled "high" in use of standard English and :

,

721 vere labeled "low". With such a’preponderance of "highs" in each category,
it is not surprising that pupiis tated hfgh in one.characteristic tended to oe'
rated high on'others as well, In only one instancée did the eignificant
Chi—square statistic derive mainly from_the'tendency to rate pupils as low

on each of two characteristics, That instance was the comparison of predicted .

El{C A . O . .
e . 52 -" -
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Lo teachers deciined to rate pupils on this Cheracteristic in Septembelr )y 1t

*
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‘;. . . - ‘o .o . e ,
succegs to use' of standard Engligh. ° Thus 14 would appear’ that the significant

relationships among the ratings of thesoc teacher are associated with. a "halo"

effect more than with self-fulfilling prophecieg,about pupils who are destined

to fail in school." C S -

. -

It m'ay also be'wel'l to note that teacher predictions about ,pupil suc‘:cess

AN

in reading appear to have some- basis i/n\ prior pupil achievement. 'fable 29
pre!ents data comparing teacher prec\ictions in December to pupil ‘scores on_
achievement tests the previous October. The empty cells prevent our using

a Chi-square test, but the relationship here 1is rather obvious. .
\ &
The other type of re!ationship with regard to teacher ratings of pupils .

that is of interest_ to us’here is relationship ever time. Table 30 «pr‘esents

1

data comparing teacher predictions of pupi1 success i reading hade in September

_with those made in December, as as well’as comparing teacher ratings of pupil
) N .- )

-pardcipation in class discugsions made on the same two occasions. Both

Al -

a‘re highly significant relationships «(p z.OOI) but -a'gain we are most inter—

A ]

‘ested in’ the relativé strength of the 1'elationships The contingeng coef~-
' ‘ficient for the two ratings of prob.a'ble success in reading is:.53. The contin;
. gency soefficie\'tt for the two rat{ngs of pupil participation in class dis-
cussions is .35. (Contingencx coefficients for listening attentively and

: following the’ no talking' rules are .39, and "46, respectively Stability
. * ' ' q .
of perceptions -of using standard ‘English cannot be tested, since several
L]

would .appear, - tf\en, that teacher perceptions of pupil ability ?re /nuch more

R stable over tilae than their percepé’ions of communica'tiva behaviorg. This

makes sense, since behavior is presumab],y more amenable "to chang than ability.

"’0,‘ Re,lati,onships between teacher Berceptijm pupil communicati.ve behavior

+

and other puyiL gtatus fvariables. As note& earlier, each ‘cher 8 ratings

S
r-. v '

o of'a pupilson the various communication characteristics *and‘op probable =%

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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- - . TABLE 29 ~ ‘- ) P
/ N Teacher Predictions of Pupil T ,
Success in Reading Compared To g
e * Pupil Scores og Standardized Tests .
) "Entering' iléad:lng Achievement Scores™
" Predicted . =) o , ) . |
Success Low Middle High
High . - v 15 /26 46, .
- . ‘ %
Mlddle S 21 4 *
-~ Low R 0 o0 N
- P R i ‘
- '3 . . .
| ' TABLE 30 L
¢ - P -~ %1
‘ Teacher' Ratings of Piupils .
' . . Compared Over Time -4
. ) - v - . . N
a, N Predicted Success in Reading. e
’ q December i
September Low Middle . 1 High . ) j
- . Bigh 137 17, 37 o 3
o Middle - 4 23 - 18 - . (
7 . , - - - . -
27‘ s“ . , . - \._
) LW 19 * 8 . .7 N . A
j —7 = T
x2= 61.62; df = 4; p< 001 , :
' . - P . , N R ~—
. . ¢ / )
Participation in Class Discussions .
- ¢ 4 N
. " December =~ - - . .
. Y _, September L?w *_Middle —— High .
. CY 5 ) _ Y .
' .o ) High - 4 15 40 . i
¢ .
. Middle 11 .3 T - o
~ ) ) - ' . * . ¢ ?" .
‘ " Low - 23 8. T a -
4 2 ‘4 o . ’ ﬁ ¥
. . C x° = 21.89; df = 4; p6.001 N
\)‘ * Iy - 2 ’ [
¢ . R . ) V) > - ’
4 . - - * .' ‘
T sy g .
abe halli / _ L,.I f i ~. —~
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' rating used to make up the c;aposite measyre of status with teacher. More

©. 80

-
- ’ ’ «
3 N »

success in reading, were combined to form a composite score, a_nd this score

was used as a measure of pupil atatus with the teacher. We turn now to ex-
e - it
amine how this composite measure was related to othet‘ pupil status variables.

-

’

Regresgion analysis haa been used for this purpose.

In one regression analysis,, status wvith teacher is the dependent variable, -

. Y, .
and relative rank in class on,gntering- reading achievement, peer status, and

ephnic background aré the independent variables. The overald regregsion is -
significant CF = 5.98 (5, 118), p<. 0001 R2 = 720}, and both entering reading

achievement and peer status contribute significantly to the explained varianj
- \ -
(with exact p values of OOO& and 0240 respectively) but ethnic backg; ound

variables do not contribute significantly. )
Another regression analysis using status with teaclier as the dependent

N e T S s —- [P m e gt mmma e ——— e = —

var‘iable has peer status, pupil sex, and sex by peer status interactions

g entered as independent variables. This 4egression is also significant

2

LI-’ =5, 78 (4, 115), p( 0003, R .l6ﬂ and peer status contributes sig-—

nrificantly to the. explained variance (p = .0014), but sex does not, either
. ® - . P
separately or in interaction with peer status, (See appendix for detailed

.regression analysis tabl.es) ) .
Jt 1is not at all surprising to find that entering reading hievement
helps-fo -predict pupil status with the .teacher, since teacher predictions

of pupil ‘success were apparently related to entering reading achievement,-
. - T

‘and were significantlyhrelated (albeit in varyin’g degrees) to everv other . '

s . . -

¢« -

important, perhaps, is the fact that'"assig)ed" statys variables such as .

-

’ sex and ethnicity do not\predict pupil status with the teachers in’ this study. .
‘\ ‘

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Steteotypes about the inabilities of minority: group children, or the inap-‘ /.-'

‘

\ . A}
p'ropriate behaviq,; of boya, dd not seem to be reflected in these teache‘rs
judgﬁ!hts about pupils. ¢ ':‘ o ’ ,' )
| 1

€ ‘4 I -
- . '
T e v " N )
. . .
.
-
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Most interating of. all, to us, is the relationship betwgn status with
teacher and peer status. The reader will recall that the peer status measure
-~ .was a c&osite of pupil choices of other pupils, based on academic ability,

sports ability, ability to take responsib*ilﬁty in an emergency, and close

.

7.
friendships. Theﬁ is no obvious reason why this measure should be closely

tied to teachers' judgments about how well p@ils listen, participate, follow .

’ -

“no tal‘ng" rules, use standard English, and succeed (probably) in reading.
We suggest that pupil "communicative competence” (i?e“., ability to shift
behavior to meet the demgnds of var):ting social settings) may be a factor heére,

and that both tescher judgments and peer judgments reflect to some degree

]

LY

. this type of pupil adaptability.
Finally, we‘hote that pupil status withothe teacher is related to final
reading achievenent. A regression analysis with Fall '79. reading achievement *
as the dependent variable, and Fall '78 reading achievement, peer status,
status with teadler, and ethnicity as independent variables, is significant
: EF = 44.99 (5, 96), p< .0001, R = 7(ﬂ. Not surprisingly, entering reading

achievement contributes significantly' to the explained variance (p<.0001).
L 4 ’ P

Status with teacher also contributes significantly. fp'(-.OOQl) , when entered
as the last variable_in the equation, but peer status and ethnic background -

¢ - 4 -
do mot. , : R ) . '

.

Relationships between teacher perceptions of pupil communicative behavior

. and ptmil perceptions oﬁ/participation :I.ti classroom discourse. Details of the '
.\ .
relationships between pupil status with teache! and the classroom discourse

»

variables of pupil perceptions and” pupil participation have been reported else-
ere in this final report. They are reviewed briefly here. As noted earlier
‘segment of the final ‘report, pupil-teacher correspondence on the 'V: ‘
- . . - »4. '- .

.stated "rules" of. classroom' discourse did not" appear to be related to teacher

percepiions of pupils comnurticative behavior. But pipil perceptiong of the:

I:C ' - " .".
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. )
functions of language in classxooms vere Gomevhat related to teacher percep-

tions of pupils' communicative hehavior (see Part 11 of final report); Status

with teachpr as a separate variable was not significantly related to pupil

’ -
perceptions of the function of classroom questions, but cmosite concurrent

»

status (a combined_megpgke reflecting status with teacher, status vith peers,
and entering reading‘ achievement) was significantly ;ela.ted (p& .025)¢ Pupils
low in compoéite status defined teacher questions as serving an instructional
function less frequently, and could give no codable functiqnffor questions

more frequentl; than expected by chance. Status with teacher was s;gnificanfi; )
rela_tea to pupil perceptions of the functions of teacher praise (p<k .005),

Low status pupils tended not to define praise as deserved, while ni§h stntus i

pupils frequently defined praise as deserved, Thus, it would appear that

»

there is at least a limited relationship between teicher'pefceptions of pupils'

communicative behavior and nypil perceptions of the functions/oé classroom
lnnguage.

Mgch more marked was the relationship between t®acher perceptions of

pupil comunicative“behavior and pupila' observed participation in class

. P

discussi.ons (5ee Part II of final report), A Chi-s’quare test showed these
)

two" variables to be significantly related (rp<. 025), with lew status pupils
tendin‘g to be low participatoys and higﬁ status pupils tending to be high
partiicipators. (It is not clear ftom the dita gathéred whethei high status
pupils voiunteered,more in ddscussions, or uere simply cglled on more frequently
by teachers, This {s a critical question which needs to be examined further.),

ummary, The major findings with regard to teacher-perceptions of pupils’.

comnunicagive behavior..can be sununqrized as follows: . . ‘
1. Teacher perceptions of pupils with regard“to various aspects of
communicarive behavior, and teacher predictions of pupil success
*in reading are all significantly related, with varying degrees of
. re lat ionsh ip; .

87
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* 2. Teacher perceptions of pupils are fairly stable over time, with
predictions of success showing a higher degree ‘of relationship
over time than ratings of various- communicative behaviors;

3. A cogposite measure of teacher perceptions (pupil status with teachgr)
is significantly related to peer status, entering reading achievement,
and final reading achievement (entering reading controlled for)

. of pupils, but is not significantly related to pupil sex or ethnic
. background; and ] “ . =

4., The composite measure of teacher pd‘ceptions does not appear to be -
related to pupil-teacher correspondence in stating the formal rules
of classroom discourse, but it i{s significantly related to pupil _
perceptions of the functions of teacher praise, and to actual pupil
participation in class discussions.

Taken together, these findings sugReft that teacher perceptions qf pupils

-

"are to some degree reality-?gsed, i.e., they'are related to other measures

of "social success" and acadgmic ability, and teacher perceptions of behavior :E7

’ €

are apparently sore amenable to change than their perceptions of pupil ability.
The fact-thatiieacher p?féeptions are related 9igni£icéﬁt1y to boéhwpd;fiéfba-

tion in class diséassions-and final reading achievement ié.certainly importan;{
but it is not clear from these data just how that relatfonship works. ' ' .

- » One possibility is that teacher perceptions are 'accurate" and that the

! =

pupils they regard highly possess qualities which make them mofe aciive

.'participants in the learning procesé; and more é&ffective learners. Another

. - *

rpossibility is that teacher percept{pns‘operatiﬁto influence teachers ;p cafl
more often on pupils they regard highly, and perhaps encourage them more in:'r—

other ways, which maylresult in their having, more opportunity Eo learn ‘than

nther pupils. In order to pursue this question further, we turn now to examine

- .

~relationshipc between pupil status, P ilﬁpartic{)ation in class discbqg}ons,
! D

Y.

and pupil success in school. ¥

-

l,“Statual Participation, and Success T

v

The relationships among pupil status variables, and Eetwéep'pﬁpii status -

_variables and participation in class discussions ahﬁ/or final reading achieve-
. 5

ment are dther complex, but very interesting. To begin with, all three of .

‘ ‘ ] 88 S L e
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©
the "cgpcurrent," or acquirei status variables (entering readfﬁg, peer status,
status with teacher) are interrelated, bgt there are few relationships between
"agsigned" status (sex, ethnicity) and acquired status. We have already
reported on the Tegression analyses indicating that both peer status and
entering reading achievement contributed significantly to the explained
variance ip pupil status with teacher, while neither pupil sex nor ethnic
ba:;ground made a significant difference. Another regression amalysis a%ed
peer status as the debendent variable, and entering reading achievement, status
with teacher, etynicity, and sex as‘depencent variableé. 'Tais regression

2 = .lé], and both entering

was significent [F # 5.14 (5, 118), p<:0003, R
reading achievement and status with teacher contributed significantly to the
explained variance (exact p values of .0049 and 000& respectively) but
‘neither sex tfor Ethnicity ‘did. Thus, entefing reading cont"IBTxtes to the

variance in both peer statua and status with teacher, and peer status and

status with*teacher each contribute to the variance‘in the other.

- -
.

Neither sex nor ethnicity contribute to _the variance in either peer

status or status with the teacher. Pupil sex is not related to entering reading
:Ehievement (see Table 31), but ethnicity is (p<:.05). Table 32 shows that

Mexican-American pupils .score below the first quartile in reading achievement, )

N\

. A .
#id Anglo pupils score above the second quartile, much more ftfquently than

would be expected by chance. - o L.
. Pupii status variables are reI:Eed to pupil participaticn in class dis-

cussions in interesting uayé. These data are presented in ?ablee 33-38. We

a

noted in the last sectiom of this report that status with teacher 1is related
. - s

to participation in disCuasign (péﬁ 025), and these data are presented in

t
,//’Table 33. Peer status is noépsignificantly related to classroom participation

Q

\\

(see Table 34), but entering re”aing achievement is (péﬁ ,025). Table 35 \\{

4

shows that puﬁils high in entering reading achievement tend to be high par-’
- &

| > §9




TABLE 31

Distribution of Subjects According tdl
Sex and Enqeting Reading Achievement

g Ve

Above 2nd

Below 2nd
Quartile

Below lst
Quartile

IABLE 37 T '

Distribution of Subjects According to

Ethnic Background and Entering Reading Achievement .

Mexican-

‘ Anglo . " American -

Black or
Otier Minority

Above 2nd
Quartile

22 15

12

Below 2nd
Quartile

18

10

Below lst
Muartile

b

14

2

‘ .

9.75; df = 4; p<£.05

»




/
- Pupil Participation in Class Discussion Y,
Compared to Status with Teacher -
- < Low Middle High
Status ‘Status Status
2h P : 11 26 -
High Participation 11 L 14 s
Middle Participation 19 17 12
. -
Low Participation. 23 16 12
x> = 12.09; df=4; p<.025 ]
. TABLE 34 N
o P Pupil Participation in Class Discussion
. Compared to Peer Status
Low Middle - High ‘
Status o Status Status
High Participation .12 ' 13 - 16
Middle Participation - 14 17 15 .
Low Participation 20 16 10
\ TABLE. 35

Pupil Yarticipation in Class Discussions

Compared to Entering Reading Achievement

<

|

Below First Below Second Above Second
- - Quartile Quartile Quartile
High Participation ’ 9 17 25
3 %4 14 i
Middle Participation - 21 16 12
Low Participation 25 , 14 15.

2

x" = 12.96; df=4; pL.025
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TABLE 36

Ay
Ethnic Patterns in Pupil Participation
in Class Discussions

.
o darmine o

“« woeme

. Anglo : Mexican~ | Black or
— . American Other Midority
., — - = 7 -
High Participation 25 . - 19 10
Middle Participation ;7 27 10 .
Low Participation 15 ’ 27 * 13
. TABLE 37
‘ Patternseof Pupil Participdtion .
- ‘ in Class Discussions -
Compared to Sex of Pupil : !
S ‘l‘t
e Male -.% Femalé
, ‘ B Y
High Participation : 27 . 25 <1
Middle Participation | - 33 T 20
Low Participation - 18 : 37
" J
x? = 9.79; df = 2; p<.01
. i
TABLE 38 . \ .
E .
/), . Patterns of Participation
. - in Class Discussidns
' for Girls and Boys
High in Entéring Reading Aohievement
High Achieving High Achieving
Boys . Girls
. High Participation . 12 . 11 .
@ ; ' .
MiddlesParticipation oo . 8 . - § .-
X Low Participation : . 3 12
\‘ w - *r
x? = 6.49; @em2; p< .05 ..




ticipators, while pupils low in entering reading tend to be low participators.
Ethnicity is not related to participation in class discussion (seénfable 36),
“but pupil sex i;_(p<f.01). Table 37 indicates that girls are low participators

more often, and boys'are low participators less often, than would be expected

IS
-

by chance. . .

Thus, two of the three acquired classroom sta;us variables (peer'statys
and status with teacher), and one of the two assigned status variébleé (sex)
are related to participation in class discussions. In addition, thiere is an
interaction‘betye;n sex and reading achievement, relative to class participation,
such'that giris who are high in‘entering reading are low participants. much

more often than boys'who are high in ente}ing reading (p<£.05). These data

are presented in Table 38. - .
Participation i{n class discussion is directiy related to final reading

achievement of pupils, with entering }eading'achievement controlled for.

A regression analysis usigg éqll '79 reading achievément'as the dependqet

variable; and Fall ;78 reading achievement, participation in class discussion,

and "information load"” (a measu;e of the adount of linguistic information

pupils feported hearing after videotape playbacks of lessons in which they ‘
. .
wgre involved) as independent variables, was significant | F=60.79 (3, 103),

p<.0001, Rz- .651.- As would be expected, entering reading achievement
contgibuted sign{ficgngly to the explained variance (b < .0001)." Frequency
of participation in class disicssion also codtributed significantly to the

explained variance (p<.0001), when considered as the final variable-entered

1
P -
-~

into the equation.

Thus, we have demonstrated relationships ‘among pupil status variables,
' ¢

\ ’, .
between pupil status variables and participation in class discussion, and .
. * .\ y .

between participatioh in class discussion and final reading achievement.

o We turn finally to examine relationships between pupil ;tatus variables and .

ERIC , . 93 '
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final mding achievement.

Ia descrﬁing the findings on tedcher perceptions of pupils we have

. already reported a regression"analysis=showing that entering reading achieve-

-

‘_)n t asd status with teacher each contributed s:lgnifﬁantly to the explained.:
v

2

-

’

Q

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

&varianoe (p=.0001 and p-.0118, respectively), but.ethnicity and ethnicity X

arianoe in final reading achievement’, while peer status and ethnic background

did not., Another regression analysis used Fall '79 reading achlevement as

the dependent variable, and Fall '78 reading achievement,  pupil sex, ethnicity,
and the interaction of sex and ethni\cit-y as independent variables. The re-
gressim wvag significant E"-29 3l (6 120), p(.OOOl R -.5?] and .both

enteriq reading achievement and sex contributed significantly to the explained
. P N
sex did not. - T

Thus, the data show tha’trpupils in this study achieved more ip reading
_1f 'they wére high in entering reading, if they were high in gtatus with the

f
teacher (enf.ering reading controlled for), and if they were males (entering

.reading controlled for). Pupils high:-in peer status did not achieve more -

than other pupils. ?Pupils of Mexican-American background though they entered
N

with lower reading achievement, did not have significantly lower final reading

achiev-ent than other pupils; after entering reading was. controlled for,

r tlimgh this variable dfd~appToach significance (p< 055)

¢

Putting relationships together. The complex relationships ainong pupil

M P

status variables, participation in class disCussions, and final reading achieve- _

)

ment are diagrammed in Figure 3. Three triangular relationships st)md out

to us, and we have highlighted them with ‘double - lines., Sex, status with teacher,
and estering reading are ‘each related significantly to both participation in

L2
discusious and final reading achievement, while._participation in discussions

v

g‘ ) . ! ¢ a
' and final reading achiwement are related to each other. We have to question,

therefore, whether class participation in and of itself contributes to final

: A
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FIGURE 3 ’
Stgnificant Relationships Among v ¢
Pupil Status Variables, Pupil Participation
in Class Discussions, and Pupil Achievement ~
‘: ’ . ) ~ f B v .
' e i Peer Status Status

with Teacher

‘ Final
Ethnicity I Reading
- Achievement
Sex fe=—

Participétion -
in Class
Discussions




Ls

-

LRG0 e e T g ),

3 . : 91 g

- reading achieveﬁent, or whether its appareqt.contribution resplts_from its,

relationship to pupil status factors which are’in turn related to finalA

achievement. We must also ask whether entering reading and status with teacher

contribute independently tq participation in class discussion, since they,are

o

themselves related. ) .
Two separate regression analyses help to answer these questionms. In- one,

-

participation in class discussions is the dependent variable, and entering

v .®

reading, pupil sex, and status’ with teacher are the dependent variables.'

The regression is significant ﬁ-s 68 (3, 129), p&.0012, R -,12] 4hd pupil -
L '

sex contributes significantly to the explained -variance (p-.0074).

. s . . - ,‘v

/entering reading nor-'status with teacher contribute significantly to the ex-~

Neither

plained‘bhriance, as separate variables, although status with teacher approaches
. £ . Co
significance (p=.0678). - . : . tL , .

In; the other regression analysis, Fall '79 reading'achievement is the .
: - ..
dependent variable, and entering reading, pupil sex, status with teacher,a

and participation in class discussion are the\}ndependent variables. This
tegrepsion, is ﬁlso significant [?-34 50 (4, 103), p <.0001; R - 5:] and

entering reading agd panticipation in discussion each contributessignfficantly

to the explained v (p- 000} amd p=.0027, respectiwely) Neither pupil

~ sex nor status with teacker contributes significantly to the explained var-

. 3\ * - . -
‘iance in this instance, ¢

- These relationships are diagtammed in Figure 4. It would appear’from

these data that, for pupils in this study, pupil sex contributes directly

to participation in class discusiions but only indirectly (through its :

t
'

r ationship to class participation) to final reading achievement. Status

- [y M .
with teacher does not contribute independently‘to either class participation ,é

or final achievement. It appears to contribute to class participation somewhat

4
indirectly, 1, e,, joigtly with entering reaging achievement. Enteting reading
oo ¢

/)
N

.
' hd -
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Chaining of Relationships
\Among Pupil Status Variablegy
JPupjl Participation in Class Discussions,
-and Pupil Achievement

' .

- Peer | Status ‘:
F Status C with’ Teacher
/ ”
/ Lo
Entering .
Reading o , .

Ethnicity

Sex

]
‘ N
Participatie
in-Class
Discussions
I 4
— \ - ,
‘ ¢
4
) "
. R .
. ’ .
’ ‘ ' f .
97 ~—

Final
Reading

»Ach:levement'

-
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achievement contributes directly to final reading achievement, but only

«indirectly (through its relationship to status with teacher) to class partici-

4 -

pation. Entering reading achievement is the only status variable which con-
tributes both directly and indirectly to final reading achievement.

Given this configuration of variables, we can return to reexamine the
question we asked at. the end of the last section of this report' How does
(might) the relationship between teacher perceptions of pupils, pupil par-
ticipation in class discussions, and final reading achievement "work?"\

Another way of stating this is: How important or ctitical are teacher’per— .

ceptions of pupils in relation to pupil performance?

~

We reiterate first that status with teacher appears to operate indtr-~

4 ’

ectly in re1ation to both participation in class discussion (through its’
joint g¢ontribution with entering readin} achievement) and final reading achieve-

ment (through its contribution to participation in class discussion). Status

with teacher does, therefgre, make a contribution to pupil performance. It
’

does not appear to be the critical factor that many teacher expectation studies

~

may lead us to believe, however, at least not for the teachers and pupils in

»
>
!

this study. ' o ‘ v
We pote, .for example, that nales are’po higher in status with teacher,
_ but this fact does not prevent them from beil igher participants in class
-discussion and higher achievers in final readffig. On the other hand, pupils
high in peer status tendgp be high in etatus with teacher.as well, but this
fact does.not insure that they are more frequent participators in class
discussions or higher achievers in final reading. ‘
We might auspect at first glance that if ethnicity were related to status ,
with teacher as well as entering reading achievement, there would probably ‘
be a direct significant relationship between ethnicity and final reading

achievement. But we must observe that peer status is related to both entering

EKC S , 98
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readiﬁg and statua with teacher, yet is not related to either class ﬁartfci-
. ‘. . “

pation or final reeding achievement (directly or indirectly).

-~ We must conclude on the basis-of these.data, that for these teachers

¢

and pupils the critical variables (among those studiéd here) in relation to

final reading achievement -are entering reading and participation in class

discussions. The variable of statps with teasher adds "power’” to e;tering

reqdihg achievement for purposes of predicting who‘will perticipate in class
C ¢ T . s - ) .
‘discussions, and‘is therefore an important variable, but it is clearly not °
” - —
the most importamt, and indeed, appears to be less "powerful” them pupil-
.o ~

-~

sex as a predictor of pupil performance. ' A ' / g;éé@pij
. a . . | o
In*relation to our investigative interest in pupil perceptions of the

‘rules of classroom diseourse, pupil participation in class discussion can

' &
be viewed as the behavioral evidence'of pupil understanding of the tules of
'
discourse. We propose that further 1nvestigation of the interactions among

the gseveral types of pupil status variah es, the behavioral manifestation
{ . 1 r .
of pupil understanding of the rules of ¢lassroom discourse (i.e., partici-

N
TNy

_pation in ci:es discussions) and final reading achievement 1is imierative,

in 9raer to identify the types of configurations that may exist in other school

[N

settings. ' . ' . . -

~  INTERPRETATIONS

" To date we have reported in some detail the findings with regard to:

‘ / . »
- pupi%sand teacher perceptions of the stated rules of ciaesroom discourse;

pupil‘percegt!ons of the stated rules of discourse in home and play settings,

and of appropriate forms of address in home, school,,and play settings;

¢

" teacher perccptinn, of pupil communicative behavior and probable success B!

in reading; and patterns of relationships among various pupil status variables,

pupil behavior rela;ed to the rules of clagstoom discourse (perticipation

' .“ . 99
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) . /J - ]
in class discussions)’, and final reading\;chie\;ement. It is time now to

try to integrate these finding§ into some comprehensible whole. . |
To aid in this task, we return to- the paradigm ptesented in the introduc-
tory section, which has been used to guide analysis of data in this study.
Based oa the findings. reported here we 'ha.ve expanded the ‘detail in 'this model
slightly. Figure 5 presents the {evis_ed'model and indicates the relationships
anong v:riables that have heen reported upon(in this segment'of,the final .
report. The segmented lines inlicate descriptive data pertaining to appropriate
. ,fom-of address. In these instances no tests of significance have been
. nade‘, but the evidence strongly suggests that differences may exist., The
"laddered" line indicates findings of discontinuity between pupil pérceptions
B of the rules of di;course at school and the rules of discourse in home and
B play setti‘t}gs.. The double segmented li:nes _moving from the "laddered" line,
and ’poi'nting to T"pupil perceptions of functions of classroom *discourse,'

» ]

represeat our view (noted earlier) that certain types of home-school dis-

4

continuity point te certain Qreas of classroom discourse “for which home-school
diecontin-uity may be potentially more detrimental to pupils, 1In this case
the area of potential '%r“ identified was classroom questioning. T'he’
solid lines in this diagram represent findings of statistically significant
relationships between variables wvith the double lines denoting that the

only “eoncurrent success" ‘variable which contributes directly (independently)
- & . * *
. to the explained variance in final-reading achievement is entering reading

.

achievement. With Figure 5 to guide us, we will discuss this intégration
§

LS 4 ’

~ of fiadings in a bit more detail., a ’ /

-,

, Our investigation of pupil perceptidns of appropriate forms"of address
in schol home, and play settings fon the’ attention-getting and influencing .
functiona, denonstrated quite clearly that pupils in this study in general

0 are ssare of differences among the three settings, and of status differences

E | SRR lun D
‘ ° L

\




- ‘ . FIGURE 5

Reported Relationships Among the Major Variables
Under Investigation in This Study
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&

-between participants in each of the three settings, and that they can eﬁpress
J ' . * . .

! ° : . @ .
these differences in the forms of addréss that they use. The greatest home- ~ .

school discontinuity appears to ofcur in the forms of address deemed ap%ropriate

for the attention-getting function, but this discontinuity appears to be t;lea:"
to pupils, since there are few individudl pupil differences in the forms of

address reported (or in the differential status ratios impliéd by these forms-

-

of address). Home-school discontinuities in forms of address considered
L. . . \

appropriate for the iﬁf;uencing function are less extreme than for the attention-

getting function, but there appear to be more individual pupil differences

in perceptions of théﬁe discontinuities. While no tests of significance were -

made based on the "differential status ratios" that we developed in order to

interpret these data, a careful éxaminatioq of these ratios suggests_that '
e , . - . \
there may be grade level, ethnic and entering reading achievement .level dif=,

ferences in pupil perceptions of appropriate forms for influencing teachers

. & .
vg mothers. .
) “
In particular, we note the fact that pupils low in entering reading

achievement appear to differ from other pupils in that they: aécord legs

differéhtlal status to;thgir teacher in'forms of_adhress reported to serve

the influencing function; accord more differéntial status to Fheir mothers «
in forms of -address for influencing, and less &ifferential status to their
mother in-forms of address for attentfon-~getting; and exhibit less hbmewschodl
discontipu%ty in forms of address reportedly used for influencing adults.

We cannot help being struck by thg_factttha; these low achievers in féading

appear to accord less status to their teachers than to other pupils’, since,

it would appear, given the repbrted relationships among entering %eading and’

‘pupil status with teacher, that their teachers accord less status to them

>
'
than they do to other pupils. o '

-

. ‘ ~ . " . ]
To return to the main topic under diaéﬁssipn,)however,achese findingqik‘ !

N »

LY
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s

ﬂ.attention—ge;ting), and lowest for rules associated with asking questibns.

13

suggest that extreme discontinuities between rules of discourse in home and
(

school settings -ay‘be more widely understood by pupils, pnq thus.less indica-

tive of potential problem areas, than more moderate discontinuities. Fusther~ ¢

- ' ! h

more, these findings bpint to the dmpoftance of status differences in the
classroom setting - not just the status,d{fferences between ;eacher and’pupil,
but also the status differences bet&een pg?ilg.

Our inGéstigatioﬁ‘of pppil and teacher perceptions of ;he‘(ples of,

3

classroom discourse shows .no significant relatdonship betqeen pupil - teacher
[ 4

“correspondence with regard to formal statements of these rules and teacher

. - . . : . - &
perceptions of pupil communicative behavior (pupil status with teacher). :

Pupil - teacher correspondencé is highest for "raise your hand® rules (i.e.,
1 * [ - .

- ~

' There are clear differences in pupil ;Erceptions of thé.rules of discourse . =

that operate at school in qgmparison to home and play settings. Pupil dif—
ferences in home—séhgol congruency in the stated rules of discourse are not

related to ethanic background, entering reading achievement, or classroom ) .

. Y

teacher.

.

Home-school congruency in stated rules of discourse is highesé for rules

-

associated with "talking agd no-talking," and lowest for rules associated
with getting asgistance or priase, and for answering questions when you know

the answer. (Note that two of these are "raise YOUI' hand" or attention- etting
g
l.

rules.) There is fairly high pupil agreement on what the di;crepancies are
(i.e., what the "rules" are in each setting) for this latter set of rules,

sand it-would appear that these well-marked.discontinuities are not apt to

. v ~

create problems in pupil interpretations ofiklassrodm discourse that mighé
N ] . . - . .

1%d to différences in pupll performance, Lack of home-school congruency
. ¢ ) : , 1
appears to be nootiﬁpt to be potenqially detrimental to pupil performance

expectations-are mixéd, or "muddled.”" 1.e.. differences -

) w4 0.

in ‘areas where pup




- , ' 99 -

¥

Briefly, these findings indicate that:

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

exist between home and school, but pupils do not agree strongly on WHAT Thé
differences are. This spgé;;s to‘be the case for rules sssociated‘with class-
room questioning, at lesst for pupils in our study.

R The major concepts resulting from o;r fisd{ngs wibh regard tq pepil
perceptions of the rules of classroom discourse, then, are: ° L _ .

©1) that extreme dideontinuities between home and school are less apt
to lead to problems in pupil interpretations.of classroom discourse
than are moderate discontinuities (suggested by findings both with
regard to stated rulés and appropriate forms of sddress); and

2) fthat an agpect of tlassroom discourse which is potentially "dangerous,f//\‘
i.e., wvhich ‘appears apt to present problems for’pupils in interpre- _
tation of rules of discourse, is the area of classroom questioning '
(suggested by findings of low pupil-teacher correspondence and
"muddled" home - school congruency).

These concepts serve to focus our attention on‘findinés apout classroom !

questioning reported in an earlier segment of this final teport (Part 1I).

i . 3
.
-

1) Differences in teacher use of classroom quéstions and of praise
" are reflected in pupil perceptions of the functions of questions
and praise (e.g., when a teacher asks questions because she really
' wants to know something, pupils define questions as serving an
informative function); ;

"

2) Pupils who afe low in "composite concurrent status” (1.e., tend to
be low on all threé variables of entering reading, peer status, -and
status with, teacher) are less able to identify a function (any
function) for classroom questions than other pupils;

~

J) Pupils who are high in reading achievement or high in status vith
the teacher, or high in peer status (eitg varisble is significantiy
related in and of itself) are more ‘apt perceive teacher praige
as "deserved" than are other pupils; - e

4) Pupils who define classroom questions as serving’informstiqnsl
functions (i.e., operating as they might in pormal conversatidns). J
are more apt to participate in class discussions tham pupils who
define them as serving instructionsl functions (i.e., "to teach or -
tell"); and . . N

. ) , s ,

S) Pupils who perceive the teacher praise that follows pupil responses
to classroom questions as "deserved" are more apt to participate in
class discussions than other pgpils.

L :
These findings suggest that in the potentisIly critical discourse area -«
of classfoom questioning, both classroom language fsctors and pupil .acquired w

, \\\ 105 ,'\ ’ \
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status variables may opetate.to influence pupil perceptions ef the functions

]

of teacher questions and teacher praise, and that these perceptions in turn

\ may operate to influence pupil behavior (i.e., the gcting out of the rules

. ‘ ()
of discourse through participation in class diqcussions).

In the last section we-examined in detail the relationships among ,
"concurrent success” variables, pupil participation in class’discussions,

' f
* and final reading achievement, and concluded that the findings of this study ‘-

.4 .

point to the ¢ritical ilpoftaﬁce of participation in class discussions in:

relation to final reading achievement. It seems unneccessary to repe?t that RN i
- 5
argument here. ~We merely reiterate that: pupil sex contributes to‘;:rtiéii 1
. -pation in class discussion, and thereby to final readinﬁ achievement; entering .
'readiné and status wity,teacher cpntribute.jgintly (but not separately) to’ '
‘participgtlon iﬁ class discussion, and thereby to final readink ach;gyement; ‘ =3

and entering reading achievement contributes directly to final reading"hchiiie-
- ’ . . .
ment. | ) .

-

Taken fogether, these findings. suggest that we would be well-advised

L]
2

to search for indirect relationships between home-school discontimuities .

in thewules of discourse and pupfs success in school, - Ffom the data presented

here, the chain of relationships to be investigated would;appear to be:

' ‘ Classroom - ‘ . " 1
Language | . S
Processes i |
.‘r‘ ) '
. Y . 9 L . 4 .
Home-School . Pupil Perceptions Pupil \ Final
Discontinuities of Functions of Particfbat}on \| Reading
in Rules of ‘ Class Discourse in Classroom 7| Achievement
Disdourse . - in "Critical" Areas| |Discourse ‘
; 4
T |
“ . Pupil Status . ’ - |
., . ) in the _ . : ‘
| " Classroom N . )
N .
- . e * . - '

. >

it is inpbrtant to note that the relationshi%? among va{iables that have

. . \

ERIC - - T 106 . ¢
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5 [
’

been identified in this study arei?ot generalizable, since they are based
* * 12 2 .

only on data fron\pupils»aﬁﬂiteachers id six clagsrooms in a sing:7 elementary

school. Howevef, the purpose of any in-depth, gmall sdmple, desc iptive study

is p{imarily to generate concepts and hypotheses for further investigation.

_We‘submic that this purpose has been achieved tn this study, and that important - =

Pl
questions for future research on teaching have been identified. We earnestly

hope that they can and will be. pursued.
. A

~ - ' N
, _ -

s
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APPENDICES

L | . A &
I. Data Collection Tasks . N . .

~

A. _’Op_en-Endea Rules of Cluaroom 'D:lscﬁ)d'rse T’k -(Se'btember)

Suppose that a new boy (or girl) came into your class. ﬁhat could.vou’
> tell them about how kids talk in your .classroom? ‘I mean things like\when
‘do kids talk, and what kinds of things do they say? (write down response.)

What-else could you teM th about how kids talk :ln your clasg? or What
else could you tell them about kids talk in your class? or What else
'cou'Id you tell tliem about what kinds of things kids -say in your class? =~
(write,down all reaponses ) ", . .

s . N

What could you te11 tm new boy (311'1)1 about how the teacher talké in
your. class? When dees_ she talk, or what kinds of tpings does she say?
(Write down all response:.) *

-

B., Sentence Completion Task-School (Decembery . ; .
_Now I'm going to redd.you some sentences that aren't finished. I want
.you to f£ifftsh each sentence for me so thad it will téll how people talk ¢

~-#in your-classroom. Else teacher's name throughout, where it says "the
teacher. "] .

'
1. When the teacker wants us to get quiet, she

- -

- 2., When I want to ask the teacher sbmex-hing, I
. | )

3.‘ 1f I know th'enswer to a question, I

4, If 1 don't know the amswer to a question, I

L

If I need 'help, I

I talk quietly when

When thé teacher talks, I

3

-

I don't talk when
: U
. X al
9. -The teacher doesn't talk when
. .
Ny

) C Se——
10. At recess, I talk to

&
r 4

11. When I finish my work, I -tflk to




rs
"

1.

C.

. sentencea aren't finished.

104

During a lessom, I talk to
- . P . . - 0

L

1 ask a questioan wien -

Q

The .teacher asks a question when ~

- i . ~ . }

Before we begin to work, the teach;r says -

| v *

After we fEln:lsb, our wbr}g_. ‘the teacher says

§ . . . . <

.

A3

- The teacher says "good" when ‘

+

Sentence éompletion Task-Home (May) T A

Now 'n go:lng to read you some sentences about ta];}ting at home. These
I want you to finish the sentences, so thev'll

tell me about how you talk at home.

1.

2.

6.

7.

When I want to ask my mother something I o i

I don't talk at home when . .

When m¢ mother wants me to get q(x:le; she . ' ]

(1 : Py

If I know the amswer to a quest:i.on my mother asks me, I

hil -

If I don't know the answer to a qu;at:lon my mother asks me, I

N , L 4 V

If Ihegy heip at home, I L
= . . * ) \ ‘ ¢
I talk quietly at home :hen ' . C &

When-my motﬁer talks, I ©

e 4

My mother doesn't talk when

Wheh 1'm playing at home, I talk to -

A ¥

When I'm doing some work at, home, I talk to

A L

¢ , I v‘.' ' / ) |
.10 /.




- -

12. When I finish my work at home, 1 talk t® _ ' )

< ‘ . R
Ve
13. I ask wy mother a question when ,
- . i n* . .

14.» My mother asks me a question, when : K

[

15. . Before I begin to do work at home, my mother says "

’

16. After I finish my work at hom_e,' ay ﬁother_says

3 ' .

=

e *

17. ‘ My_mother siys "good" when
-

. : , #
D. Sentence Completion Task-Play (May) *

Here are f few more sentences for you to finish. Finish these sentences
8o that they'll tell me about how you talk when you're playing with your
friends. (Use friepd's name throughout, where it says "my friend".]

1. When my frieénd wants me to get quiet, he/she ' ' s

-~

‘ L) .

2, When I want to ask mj friend something, I R

r

» . .
3./1-&1 know t?e ansver to a question my friend aské-L, 1

4, If I don't know the answer to a questjgn my friend asks me, I

Pl [

4

-

. 5. When my friend talks, I

-, . .

6. If I'm playing with my friend, I talk-quietly when

Y

7. 1f I'm playing with my friend, I don't; talk when . u

8. My friend doesn't talk when

[y

—

9., I ask my friend a question when

10. My friend asks me’a question when

11. Before we begin to glay,( ny ffiend says

I

N

,
B Y L

. ek W e e e

. v

-



' ,omthing set ia 1

12. After ve finish playing, my f,r:lpad‘ says

i3. .My friend says "good" when

e
N o

L
»

_ [1wo sets of 3 x 5.cards were prepared,
of the vizileotapec used over the year.
might be used zo
that aight funct

E. Appro;riatc‘!bm of Piscourse Task (May) . ,

using comments heard on several

One set focused on comments that
et atteneion and the other on ocommands, or comments .
get you to do somethin ng".

The sets contained examples,

as follows.qa
‘Gett:l.ng Yout Attention - Set

Dung the bell .
Turn out the ghts]
e their bandy],
ee what I made. 7
What hagpened An school today?
Hey, you guys.
Be quiet. - -
All right. X .
Come here a minyte. .
Get out your book. co
-, Did <you .-hear me? ,
.+ You kiow wijat? - '
Lookit., .
(Child's nsme)

L7

[’l'he "getting attention" set was laid out in fromt of the pup:ll in
ran‘don ord‘er, and the. following questions were ,askeda :

k3

e
.. Here ar

of the different videotapes we've watched this year.
to you if they wanted to get your attention,
ecord response, and replace the cards.)

do you think someone might s
oroget you. t& listen to them?
K

Ge}:t:[ng‘ You to do Something - Set

Open your book.‘ .

Feed the dog. . \

Gét me the scissors.
Throw me the ball."

* pid you clean your room?

Did you finish your work?
Let's watch T.V.
Follow me.

Do you-want to go to the store? . ;

Do you want to go to the office?
Study your spelling words.

Read this story. :
Look at this.

Be quiet.

some cards of things that I've heard people saying on some

_Which of these things

if they *wmteﬁ to get your attention? How often do your wother and father

say these kinds of things?
‘-_

or fsther s atteation? What do you say qr do?

o'y

vanted to get your attention?

Wh:léh of these might be sa:ld to you at home by yourjmdther or father, - - ?
Do you ever say or do things like this when you want to get your mother
(Replace cards ‘in set.)
c_ont:lnue as ab\ovcﬂ (replace cards in set.)
ich of these might be said to you by your friend while you're playing .
@ont:lnue as abové .

together, :lf he/she wanted to get your attention?

3

(Put av;y the " tt:lng attention" set.

\ v
L] a .

om order, and follow the same ge

., Which of these might be said to you in school by your teacher; if she

. "getting you to do
nexal procedure.)

.Lay out

: o 112 ‘
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“for each of the following aspects of communicative behavior:

_telcher.

Pupil Status with Peers

‘1Q7

Pupil Status with|Teacher’

In September,
vith a set of 3x8 ds, each card containing -the name of a pupil
in the class, and .asked: "On the basis-of what you've observed so
far, can you group tNese pupils according to their simifarities
and differences in' listening attentively in class?" When pupils
had bo_cﬁ grouped, the teacher was asked for e#®h group: "How are
the pupils in this group similar?” The same procedure was repeated
par-
cipat in classroom discussion; observance of "no talking" r1
and use Sf standard English. The tescher was then asked: h you

think of some other aspect of pupils’ use of language in the class- °
room that you might use to differentiate and group pupils?” Finally,
’ the teacher was asked: )

"Can you group pupils according to your
predictions for their succéss in reading this year? Which pupils

ober, and December, each teacher was presented -

rules,

do you ‘think will be the most successful and the least successful?" )

Teacher .responses in the December interview, vhen pupils were
known, were used to compile a composite rating, and pupils were
ranked on the sbasis of this overall rating, to identify status with

v,
-

»

1. Procedures for administering status gercegtfomgnnieng ¢

& .
a) Children will be interviewed individually. .
When children enter Language Lab they should sit with an inter-
. viewer familiar to them, if possible. s ’

b) To introduce SPI tell ch{ld we want to learn more about their .
class and will be askihg some questions they will answer by
choosing people frem the picture board. Show the child the
picture board. Ask if°the pictures are from their class.
the child find his/her picture and point to it.

r

¢) Ask questions in the order they appear on the forms. Have the
children point to pictures as they answer. Use the exact word-
ing. If child gives a name,check it with the back of picture.
Write down both first and last name in space provided. Record
in the order givea. :

-

2. Questions Asked of Pupils o

a). Suppose ghii'o is going to be a sports contest between your (

class and Mrs. 's class. "

abc Which #Aree people would
you choose to make sure’
your class would win?

A L ' .

- .

¥ 113

have to work hardest in

def Which three people would

order to be’ on the team?

Have V.

Fy

-

"




b)

e)

- 8)

(>

- questions .about things learned in schbol. - Co 1
|
|
|

. on the basis of this figure.

/ A . |

. - g 108 |

Suppose your class got a chance to be on a TV.Quiz Show playing , . 1
against ' grade from -another school. Your =~ ' |

class has Co send a team of three people and. they-will be asked

abc whh:h‘ three people would def Hiai;.:h thi'ee people would p

yos choose to be your B, have to study hardest if
class team in order for . they wanted to make the
your class to win? team? ’ "

Suppose your t;;cher had to leave the classroom.

+

"abc  Who would she most likely' def Who would she Teast likely

leave in charge? (if ab- ‘leave in charge? Who
seat, vho? Repeat). . else? VWho else? .
. i :
Suppose an accident ha;pened in your class and no grown-up ‘was -
around? . . ’

)

abc h’person would most def Which person woiuld be,
take charge and least likely to take charge
know vhae to do? (If and know what to do in an
absent, who? ' Repeat). emergency? .

Suppose your. teacher had an important message to send to the office.

abc . Who would she sost likely def Who would the teacher least
choose to take the message? 1likely choose to take the
(1Ir \bunt, who? Repeat). nessage? Who else? Who Jlse?
Qb -
Suppose my job was to folléw yéu around for a week and make a list
of the people in your class.you were hanging arotnd with. ‘

. M y ® .

abc Who would most likely be def Who would least likely be

at the top of - the 1list. Whe on the list? Who else?

next? _Who next? Who elge? ) .

) ) ) ,

Suppose a photographer came around and he wanted the photograph of
some kids on the cover of a book for children. The photographer
doesn't know any of the kids. He just walks around for a wvhile.
He ppens_the door of your class, pokes his héad in, and looks at

.t hildren in the class for just a minute and Ttire closes the door,

If ve had to Qecide right then, ' . -~

_abc  Who would he most likely def Who ;ﬂould he least likely
chos€ to photograph for choose to photograph for
thk book cover? Who else? the jbook cover? Who elsel:

Who else? .
: 7 ‘ : -

B \
In identifying pupil status wi®h peers, only responses to questions
a, b,d, and f were used. A composite rating reflecting all choices

and rejections was computed, and pupils w’u ranked with their class
) .

.. '/
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5- other non-rule reason' (ve're out at regess)
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‘11, Category Syetems .

Categories for Coding Sentence Completion Task . .
Being Quiet : \ . : . ;

When . vants me to be quiet, (s)he,...

1- signals (rings bel : ' ’ _
2- requests (Please quiet down,) . Ty |
3~ commands-moderate (Pe ‘quiet) ’ : ¥
4~ commands-sharp ut upl) . >
5+ commands-extreme \(screams) R

6- No Response’ > . ) -

"hen talks Ipo [ . . E—

- |
1y listen ‘ ) ) )

2~ be quiet . ) /

3- converse . : T

4~ No Response

I don't talk when,,,. T ] ~ . \

1- someone (general) talldng to me ‘

2- someone specific fs talking to me 0 ) ‘

3- someone is ta to someone else (3rd party) - '

4~ other "quiet" rule (the baby'p~sleeping)
5- other non-rule reason (I'm watching T.V,)
6~ No Responle l

doeln't talk vhen..,.

1--we (general) are talking

2-1 (specific) an talking

3- a 3rd party 1is t?lking (e.g., the principal, my father)

4 other "quiet” rule (we're working) -

Questi\qnl and Ansvers .

If I know the answer to a Q., I..+ ) .
* - rd

1- signal for attention (raise my hand)

2- [_upty set-hold to maintain paralle{ categor:l_.ég] -

’ 3- acknowledge the fact (say, I know)

- make evaluation of own ability, or difficulty of question. .
5- g:lvc answer ) . -
6~ don't acknowledge knowing (just sit there) /

7- No Responas .

I£ I don't know the answer to a Q:, Teue

- signal for attog,gtdn (raise my hand)’ . '
- don't signal for attention (don't raise my hand) , ) *
3~ acknowledge the. fact (say I dop't know) |
4~ make evaluation of own ability, and difficulty of question |
5- try to-.find out ansver f
6-- ,

don't answer, and don't acknowledge not owing -
No Response ' ‘ jm ‘ 115
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-

'Iquk.‘a Q. vhen...

l- vant to - A

2= need hel , . g

3~ .

] Enpty sets - hold to mainta:ln paral],el categor:les]
[

\
6~ (child {avokes "talking rule) - (we're done witlf our work) .
7- (child gives situational response) - (we' re doing reading),

9-

1=

2-
3
b=
[
6~

8- unrestricted-"when I want to"

No Response
asks a Q., whcn

vants to know .

needs help <

wvants to tell, or: direct

in (lesson) interaction

vants to test *

(child invokes ™talking" rule)

~ 7= (child gives situational response) . ' ’
8~ unrestricted-"when they want to" ‘ ' -
9- No Response )

3. Getting Information/Assistance/Praise ~—

mun I want to ask something, I...

1- s:lgul for attent:lon (raiu my hand) '

2- direct action (just ask it} .
‘3-"follow "politeness™ RULE (wait, till no one's talking)
4~ No Response s

When 1 need help, I... . 2
1- signal for attemtion ’
2- ask adult ) .
3~ ask child
4~ No Response -
N ’
says, ""good" when...
. 1= deserved-acadeaic
2~ deserved-non-academic _
3~ deserved-unspecified ' : N
4~ outside evaluation-"she thinks"
*»5- convoluted ("I fall down“)
6~ not necesvarily directed toward child
7- nevetr happ - - : . .
8- No Response ' .

4. Who I'talk To o

When I'm phyingﬂat rcceu) I talk to...
1- sdult | \

2- child . '
116 o -




111
by . ’ ~ .
.o When I'm working I talk to..,. .0

-~ .
LY )
¢ . . l-adule  © . . - : 7.
2- child ' ¥ , -
- 3 no one - ) : ,
4~ wyself ' . ° . !

5- No Resbonse . o ' ' ;

When I finish work, I talk to...

1- dlﬂ.’t ' . . -
2- child .
3- no one -~ )
4~ myself . ’ 4
. 5- ¥o Response . ,

B. - Categoriés for Coding "Approp;::late Forms" Task

@

? .
1. Sample Pupil-Generated Responses for-"Getting Your Attention"

- .:hys:lcal Contact/Proximity-
1'11 go up and tap her on the shoulder.

A Signal-
- stamp ‘her foot. ’ ’ P
They'll turn off the T. v. . '
Name- ) - ' s

Yells my name.
. says, '"'Richard.” -

Call- - - Co. ' .o

Hey, you guys. - ,
Come here ,y td show you something.

Command- ' L
Be quiet. o . ' .
. - Now, listen here. . i ,
. : ‘ L.
Request- ’ '

May I please have - -your attention?
Can't you plme be quiet for two minutes?
‘ Suggestion- - )

* Let's all look up here.
g

Quest:lon— : < ’

D:ld you hear me? ) . : R
2. Sample Pupil-Gcnerated Responses, for "Gett:lng You To Do Somét:hing

Physical Contact/Pro‘dmity- ‘ .' e
‘ ,- + Go to her desk and tell her. :

A . : ’
- . ‘921_ : ’ . ot j
Raise my hand. ‘ ' 4

She rings the bell for us to get quiet.

: | 117
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. Ve - Name- ‘ .
Iyell, "Mom," - ' : '
Sfﬂ'll say, "Srusie.

Call . . - )
gn:\‘hete. o

/ call her. . -

‘ , . . Command- )
T 6o get me some paper.
Do your chowes now. . . v N

Request-
Please help me with my work.
Would you pleage take out the garbage for me. }
Suggest:lon-
‘ Let's go to the stpré. .
ut" HGFCh T.V,. . ’
N <
Question- . .
Do you want to go to the store? - ‘ .
—— __Did vou fix my bike vet? _ . . .- .

IPM. Additional Information on Statistical Analyses ° ’

A. Proéedures K - , . '

"The following ‘types of procedures were used for transformation of
measures for use in regression analyses and/or for comparison over

clnuroons.) 2 . -
. N v Ve
.\ 1. Relative rank in reading (Relrank) .
. ° 8 -
RRIC = gumber of students in pupil's class witha | .
Fall '78‘ reading score lower than theirs. ' -

Relpank = RRIC/total number pupils in class.

2. Pup:ll status with tucher +(STAIWT) - ~ - .

This composite variable is a function 'of teacher ratings
on: LA (listening attentively), PICD (participation in class

discussions), NTR (following the "no talking" rules), USE (use R
’ of standard English), and PSR (predicted auccess it_x:;g_ading) :
Teachers rated these items on 8 scale of 1 to 4 for more, 1f ~ T
teachers formed more groupl). C
For pupil 4 in Teacher 1's class, to compute LA, for ex- :
..phg . + H
. u;. - Yl - ?l' ‘ T / ’ ’ " ‘
\ .5 . L4 = ._ ' 'A
, : Mﬁ\vsg--v S .
. Me= . ' *
" . - a .

e /o s
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- _—
vhere n = class size; Y,; = ranking on LA, Y, = .vctage ranking
on LA in Teacher 1's cl u. Similarly, compute RICDL NTRA ,
USEL , and RSRA , and define STATWT = LAL + PICDA + NTRE +
USEL + PSRL . uov except for the insdvertentvic factor this
1s the sum of the "standardized" varisbles. The five scales
that make up STAIWT are ordinal, so the use.of means and—standard
. ‘deviations is a bit suspect,. otill this procedure is often done
/’\ (sek Nie, et al, .SPSS manual, McGraw-Hill, 1975, pg. 185).

Then, STATWIM = STATWT x Yclass size (to remove the relevant

mdvgrt 1 factor) .
N :

and, NSTAM = -1 x STATWIM (this simply make it easier to inter-
ptet the status with teacher variable, by making larger
values mean more status.)
. \

-

3. Srrcciuency of patt:lc:lpat:lon in class d:l:scusa;on ‘(FCD)

v

Note that 0 £ FCD.

~ RI'CD = relative ftequency of class discussion . .
‘ RN for pupil j, . '
RFCD=FCD 7’£jlrcnJ i

where I'Cl)‘1 is the total number of pupil comentl made in pupil
j's €lass. < 0 £ RFCD ( 1. -

TRANRFCD = ttmfomed relative frequency of class discussion. .
TRANRFCD = -1%1log (1-RFCD) '

Therefore, as RFCD increases, 1-RFCD approaches zero, the
log (1-RFCD) gets large and negative, 8o -}/{ log (l-RPCD) gets
large and positive.

Note: A more often employed logﬁ transformation cannot be
used because ip the expression, -1 x log [(I-RFCD)/RFCD] » the
value of RFCD is sometimes zero, and division by zero is not de-
fined:

- B, Regrcu:l.on Analysis Tables > -

.~
4

- References were made in the report to seteral tegteuion analyseo.
Tablu for these are presented on the following page.

X . | ~
ERIC ‘ 119 . '
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Table

(Pupil Status Vaxiables)

-

S

Analysis of Reading Achievement, Fall 79

N

o

L . . .

Source Sum of Squares . D.F. Mean Square E_
Fall Reading '78 6446.62 1 644662 193,02
Peer Status . 260.36 1 260,36 7.80
Status with Teacher . 646.45 , 1 646.45 19.36
Mexican-American 82.30 1’ 82.30 2,46
Black & Other - .72 1 76.72 2.30

Minorities , g ‘
Error 3206.30 96 - 33.40 .-
) ]
Table II \ .
Analysis of Reading Achievement, Fall '79
: ? (Sex and Ethnicity)
- £ !

Source Sum of Squares D.F.  Mean Square F
Fall Reading '78 8199.42 1 8199.42 165.10
Males \s) ” 241.98 D | 241,98 4,87
Mexican-American 91.85 1 91.85 1.85
Black & Other 87.47 1 87.47 1.76

Minorities ‘ ; '

Mexican-American Males 105.18 _ S | 105.18 2,12
Black & Other 6.71 1 6.71 .14
" Minap{ty Males
Error 5959.49 120 ¢ . 49.66

@

Y.

H ) . f . ‘:
Y L .
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' ’ Table III o Co
- 7 . / /
Analysis of Reading Achievement, Pall '79 '
. " (Classroom Discourse Variables) P
) o . '
Source Sum of Squares D.F. Mean Square’ P
" Fall Reading '78 6513.63 , .1 6513.6% 162.48
Information Load - 25.64 1 . 25.64 - .64
Transfprmed Rela- 772.35 1 772.35 19.27
tive Frequency Class ’
piscussion s ) .
Error 4129.26 103 © 40.09
2 . .
4 , |
- Y ¢
Lo - Table IV | :
e - 7

Analysis of Reading Achievement, Fall '79 ‘
(Pupil Status and Participation Variables)

Source “Sum of Squares D.F. ”B!Q% Square F

Relative Rank in 6224.83 ) 6224.83 123,69 '
Entering Reading ) '
Males : 90.90 1 . 90.90 1.81
- Status with Teacher . 151. 87 ) 1 T 151.87 3.02
Transformed Relative . 477.52 1 477.52 9.49

Frequency of
Class Discussion . :
Error . 5183.79 . 103 50.33
, ; . x
» Ea
4 > P .




Table V

- . Analysis of ﬁelative.Frequency of Class Discussion
: (Pupil Status Variables)

Source

Relative Rank
in Entering
Reading -

. Males

Status with Teacher
Error .

L4
Source

Peer Status
Relative Rank in

Reading
Mexican-American
Black
Other Minorities
Error %

L -

Al \

Sum of Squares

2

.007 -

-.008
.004

l.f49

Table VI

Pupil Status with Teacher
(Pupil Status Variables)

‘Sum of Squares

[
240.53
169.60

1.74 :
.74
.40
1629.69

122 7

D.F.

——

1

Mean Sgpare-
- .007
IJ \
. :008’
.004
.OQ}

)\\\“

Mean Square

240.53
169.6

1.74
.74
.40

13.81.
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Source’
Peer Status
Males *_ .

<

. . High Peer Status Males

Low Peer Status Males
Error . :

H
~ [

' Source
RN Entéring Reading
- Males
¢ Mexican-American
Black & Other

Minority "
Status with Teacher -
Errx

ot gy .
-
. NV 4
l .
’
" ) - ‘A

Table VII . -

Pup Status‘with Teacher
(Sex and Peer Status)

" Sum of Squkres =

279-10 1
59 1
39.67 1
10.79 .. 1
1641.59 115

JTable VIII

Pupil Status with Peers
(Other Pupil Status Variables) -

- Sum of Squares . D.F:

4713.22° 7 1
,+30 1
101 1
.56 1
490. 35 1
1432,26 118

.

Mean Square

279.10
.59
39.67
10.,79
14,27

-~

Mean Square

473,22+

.30
.01
.56

490.35
37.56

=

2.60 - .
.01
Jod*
.01

13.05

|
1
4
;




